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INTRODUCTION 


The  Patent  and  Trademark  Depository  Library  Program  (PTDLP) 
of  the  U.S.  Patent  and  Trademark  Office  (USPTO)  plays  a 
major  role  in  the  dissemination  of  patent  and  trademark 
information  by  supporting  and  assisting  a  nationwide  network 
of  Patent  and  Trademark  Depository  Libraries  (PTDLs) .  The 
PTDL  network  of  university,  public,  state,  and  research 
libraries  serves  as  a  focal  point  for  many  types  of 
intellectual  property  information  dissemination  and  support 
services.  The  PTDLs  are  responsible  for  maintaining 
collections  of  U.S.  and  foreign  patents,  trademarks,  and 
other  intellectual  property  documents  and  for  providing 
access  to  this  information  through  the  use  of  microform, 
printed  material,  computerized  CD-ROM  (Compact  Disc-Read 
Only  Memory),  and  on-line  retrieval. 

In  addition  to  providing  public  access  to  their  patent  and 
trademark  collections,  many  PTDLs  provide  a  variety  of 
services  that  are  designed  to  promote  the  development  of 
intellectual  property  research  and  the  exchange  of 
technological  information.  Services  may  vary  from  one 
library  to  another  and  may  include:  general  technical 
reference  services,  photocopy  services,  expert  assistance 
with  preliminary  patent  and  trademark  searching,  assistance 
to  businesses  monitoring  competitors  and  evaluating 
technologies  for  venture  capital  investments,  and 
information  on  patent  and  trademark  attorneys  and  agents 
registered  to  practice  before  the  USPTO.  PTDLs  also  serve 
as  resources  to  their  communities  by  supporting  Project  XL 
activities  aimed  at  stimulating  creativity  in  young  school 
children  and  by  providing  facilities  for  inventor  group 
meetings. 

The  PTDLP  office  provides  support  and  assistance  to  the 
PTDLs  by  distributing  to  them  currently  issuing  U.S.  patent 
documents  in  microform  formats;  providing  direct  mail 
services  of  the  patent  and  the  trademark  Official  Gazette; 
conducting  various  kinds  of  training  sessions  (e.g.,  annual 
conferences  at  the  USPTO,  regional  workshops  for  library 
staff,  and  "Accessing  Patent  and  Trademark  Information" 
seminars  for  PTDL  user  communities) ;  providing  free  access 
to  USPTO  CD-ROM  products;  extending  reference  assistance  and 
timely  communications  via  electronic  mail  and  toll-free 
telephone  access;  and  by  distributing  many  informational  and 
reference  materials  and  publications.  This  support  is 
currently  provided  to  74  PTDLs  in  46  states  and  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

In  order  for  the  PTDLs  to  meet  the  information  needs  of  the 
library   patrons   and   for  the   PTDLP   office   to  provide 


necessary  support  to  the  PTDLs,  it  is  crucial  that  up-to- 
date  information  be  collected  on  the  PTDL  institutions,  the 
services  they  provide,  and  the  patrons  they  serve.  By 
developing  profiles  of  the  institutions,  services,  and 
patrons,  PTDL  program  managers  and  staff  are  more  able  to 
meet  the  information  needs  of  the  public  and  to  respond  to 
inquiries  from  a  variety  of  sources,  for  example: 

-  prospective  PTDLs  want  to  know  levels  of  staffing, 
materials,  and  equipment  which  may  be  required  to  become 
fully  and  effectively  operational; 

-  government  and  international  agencies  are  interested  in 
the  levels  of  dissemination  of  technical  information 
contained  in  patents  and  the  utilization  of  trademark 
information;  and 

-  USPTO  needs  to  identify  necessary  changes  in  the  scope  or 
content  of  the  products  and  services  it  provides. 

Historically,  the  PTDLP  office  has  conducted  three  major 
surveys  of  PTDLs  to  collect  information  on  PTDL 
institutions,  services,  and  patrons.  The  first  survey  in 
May,  1977,  consisted  of  a  14-page  questionnaire  used  to 
collect  information  about  patent  document  holdings,  types  of 
clients,  volume  and  cost  of  services,  sufficiency  of 
reference  tools,  and  training  requirements.  A  second  survey 
in  1978  collected  information  about  patent-related  services 
used  by  each  patron;  a  summary  report  quantified  file  usage, 
clients  served,  and  services  offered. 

The  need  to  develop  more  current  profiles  of  PTDL 
institutions,  services,  and  patrons  was  based  on  the 
significant  expansion  in  the  size  and  scope  of  the  PTDL 
program  since  1978.  Between  1978  and  1991,  the  number  of 
libraries  in  the  PTDL  network  more  than  tripled  from  22  to 
73  libraries  that  now  provide  services  to  a  significantly 
larger  segment  of  the  population.  In  addition,  PTDLs  now 
utilize  state-of-the-art  technology  not  available  at  the 
time  of  earlier  surveys  to  access  both  trademark  and  patent 
data.  Materials  and  equipment  are  more  user  friendly,  with 
self-help  encouraged  for  the  use  of  materials  and  equipment. 

Years  of  interest  and  talk  about  a  new  PTDL  survey 
culminated  in  a  formal  request  for  a  new  survey  at 
Conference  XIV.  PTDL  Representatives  requested  the  PTDLP 
office  conduct  the  third  major  survey  of  the  libraries  and 
their  patrons.  In  1991  the  PTDLP  office  responded  to  this 
request  by  designing  a  survey  that  consisted  of  three  major 
parts: 

-  PTDL  Institutional  Profile — was  designed  to  obtain 
physical  and  administrative  information  about  each  PTDL. 
Representatives  were  asked  to  provide  information  on  the 


physical  size  and  content  of  their  patent  and  trademark 
document  collections;  the  type  and  quantity  of  equipment; 
the  number  and  type  of  staff;  the  cost  of  providing 
patent  and  trademark  services;  and  an  evaluation  of 
services,  materials,  and  support  provided  to  PTDLs  by  the 
PTDLP  office. 

Service  Profile — was  designed  to  obtain  information  on 
the  volume  of  reference  and  service  assistance  that  PTDL 
staff  provided  to  patent  and  trademark  patrons.  PTDL 
staff  recorded  the  date  and  time  of  each  request  for 
patent,  trademark,  or  other  service  assistance,  and 
whether  the  request  was  made  in-person  or  via  telephone. 

User  Profile — was  designed  to  ascertain  the  information 
needs  of  the  patrons,  the  resources  they  used  to  meet 
these  needs,  their  success  in  obtaining  the  information, 
and  past  and  future  use  of  the  PTDL  facility.  Separate, 
one-page  questionnaires  were  developed  for  patent  and  for 
trademark  patrons,  who  were  asked  to  complete  the 
questionnaire  each  time  they  used  patent  or  trademark 
materials. 


Prior  to  conducting  the  survey,  PTDL  Representatives 
reviewed  drafts  of  the  survey  forms.  Having  reviewed  the 
draft  survey  forms,  they  were  offered  the  opportunity  to 
make  a  commitment  to  participate  in  all  or  part(s)  of  the 
survey.  One  hundred  percent  of  PTDLs  scheduled  themselves 
for  specific  periods  of  time  to  conduct  all  three  parts  of 
the  survey  and  to  return  the  completed  questionnaires.  For 
various  reasons,  including  shortage  (or  decrease)  of  staff, 
not  all  PTDLs  were  able,  ultimately,  to  participate  in  all 
parts  of  the  survey.  Forty-eight  (48)  PTDLs  participated  in 
the  PTDL  Institutional  Profile  survey,  43  PTDLs  participated 
in  the  Service  Profile  survey,  and  43  PTDLs  participated  in 
the  User  Profile  survey. 

All  survey  questionnaires  and  data  collection  forms  were 
developed  by  the  PTDLP  office  and  delivered  to  PTDLs  along 
with  instructions  for  their  use  and  for  reporting  results. 
Data  were  received  from  the  PTDLs  between  August,  1991,  and 
May,  1992,  then  processed  and  analyzed  by  the  Office  of 
Electronic  Information  Products  and  Services  (OEIPS) , 
beginning  in  October,  1992. 


PTDL  INSTITUTIONAL  PROFILE 


The  PTDL  Institutional  Profile  survey  consisted  of  a  23-page 
questionnaire  that  focused  on  a  variety  of  physical  and 
administrative  characteristics  of  each  PTDL,  and  an 
evaluation  of  PTDLP  products,  programs,  and  services: 

-  institutional  information — the  number  of  operating  hours  the 
PTDL  was  open  to  the  public,  the  amount  of  space 
committed  to  patent  and  trademark  services,  the 
equipment  used  by  patent  and  trademark  patrons  and 
staff,  and  the  physical  size  of  the  patent  and 
trademark  collections; 

-  cost  of  providing  patent  and  trademark  services — personnel ,  training , 
equipment,  supplies,  materials,  and  travel  costs 
incurred; 

-  reproduction    and   distribution    of  patent    and   trademark    materials — the 

volume  of  patent  and  trademark  pages  (or  documents) 
reproduced  each  year  by  patrons  or  by  staff; 

-  income  from  patent  and  trademark  services — revenue  received  from 
the  reproduction  of  patent  and  trademark  materials  and 
from  other  gifts  or  grants;  and 

-  evaluation  of  products,  programs,  and  services — electronic  products, 
materials  and  tools,  training  and  consciousness-raising 
events,  services  and  programs  evaluated,  and  the  manner 
in  which  the  PTDLP  office  provided  services  and 
materials  to  the  PTDLs. 


The  PTDLP  office  distributed  survey  questionnaires  and 
return  envelopes  to  PTDL  Representatives  on  August  7,  1991. 
Representatives  were  asked  to  return  completed 
questionnaires  by  August  30,  1991;  however,  some 
Representatives  returned  survey  forms  as  late  as  February, 
1992,  and  supplemental  data  were  received  through  May,  1992. 
(A  copy  of  the  final  survey  form  is  reproduced  in  Part  2 . ) 

PTDL  Representatives  contributed  a  significant  amount  of 
time  to  compile  responses  to  the  survey — about  15  hours  per 
Representative.  Survey  forms  were  completed  (in  whole  or  in 
part)  and  returned  by  48  participating  Representatives. 
Their  responses  to  questionnaire  items  on  the  physical  and 
administrative  characteristics  are  summarized  in  the 
following  Sections  1.1  through  1.4;  their  evaluation  of  the 
PTDLP  products,  programs,  and  services  are  presented  in 
Section  1.5. 


Throughout  this  report,  survey  findings  are  summarized 
through  the  use  of  descriptive  statistics,  such  as  the 
average  (mean)  staff  size,  or  the  median  number  of  serial 
titles. •  These  statistics  are  only  intended  to  summarize 
the  survey  data  and  are  not  necessarily  indicative  of 
"typical"  findings,  such  as  a  typical  staff  size.  It  is 
important  for  the  reader  to  note  that  diversity  is  one  of 
the  more  salient  characteristics  of  the  libraries  that 
comprise  the  PTDL  network.  For  this  reason,  ranges  of 
responses  are  also  provided  and  the  reader  is  urged  to  refer 
to  Part  2  for  more  information  on  the  full  range  of 
responses  given  to  each  survey  item. 


/.;  INSTITUTIONAL  INFORMATION 


Section  1.1  presents  a  summary  of  the  institutional 
information  of  the  PTDLs,  including  the  hours  of  operation, 
the  physical  size  of  the  PTDL,  the  equipment  used  by  patrons 
and  staff,  and  the  physical  size  of  the  patent  and  trademark 
collections. 


1.1.1  Public  Access  to  PTDL  Collections  and  Services 

Hours  of  operation  varied  widely  from  one  PTDL  to  another. 
Some  PTDLs  were  open  weekend  or  evening  hours  and  some  also 
reflected  seasonal  or  school-term  considerations.  Findings 
from  the  PTDL  Profile  survey  showed  patent  and  trademark 
collections/materials  were  generally  available  for  in-person  use  an 
average  of  3,470  hours  per  year  at  each  PTDL  (about  10  hours 
per  day) .  Forty-two  libraries  had  operating  hours  ranging 
from  2,000  hours  to  5,338  hours  per  year  (5  to  15  hours  per 
day),  and  the  median  was  3,387  hours  per  year  (9  hours  per 
day). 

In-person  patent  and  trademark  reference  service  were  available 
about  89  percent  of  the  hours  when  the  PTDLs  were  open.^ 
The  average  number  of  hours  of  reference  service 
availability  was  3,091  hours  per  year  (8  hours  per  day)  and 


^The  median  is  a  statistic  that  identifies  the  mid-point  of  a  distribution  of  responses  or  measurements.  For 
example,  if  the  median  number  of  serial  titles  is  18,  then  half  the  PTDLs  had  less  than  18  serial  titles  and 
half  the  PTDLs  had  more  than  18  serial  titles. 

^Forty-two  (42)  PTDLs  were  open  for  a  total  of  145,731  hours  per  year  and  provided  reference  service  for 
129,824  hours  per  year  (89. 1  percent  of  145,73 1). 


ranged  between  2,000  and  4,760  hours  per  year  (5  to  13  hours 
per  day) .  The  median  number  of  hours  of  in-person  reference 
service  reported  by  42  PTDL  Representatives  was  3,140  hours 
per  year  (9  hours  per  day) . 

Telephone  patent  and  trademark  reference  service  were  available 
only  slightly  less  time  than  in-person  reference  service. 
Libraries  were  reported  being  open  for  telephone  reference 
assistance  an  average  of  3,021  hours  per  year  (8  hours  per 
day) .  Forty  (40)  libraries  were  reported  being  open  between 
1,820  hours  and  4,760  hours  per  year  (5  to  13  hours  per 
day)  ,  while  one  Representative  reported  that  no  telephone 
service  hours  were  available. 


1.1.2   Space  Committed  to  Patent  and  Trademark  Services 

Representatives  were  asked  to  determine  the  total  amount  of 

floor  space  that  was  associated  with   patent  and  trademark 

services,  and  to  identify  the  amount  of  space  that  was 
allocated  in  four  general  areas: 

1.  equipment  (microform  readers  and  reader  printers, 
computers,  photocopiers,  file  cabinets,  and  access 
for  the  same) ; 

2.  materials  (book  stacks^,  microform  cabinets,  and  aisles 
or  access  for  the  same) ; 

3.  floor  space  for  patron  seating  (reading  tables,  index  tables, 
microform  readers  and  reader  printers,  chairs,  and 
access  for  the  same) ;  and 

4.  floor  space  for  staff  (desks,  reference  desks,  chairs,  and 
access  for  the  same) . 

The  total  floor  space  associated  with  patent  and  trademark 
services  varied  considerably  from  one  library  to  another. 
Total  floor  space  reported  by  the  4  0  Representatives  who 
provided  this  information  ranged  from  2  30  square  feet  to 
29,302  square  feet.  However,  the  libraries  with  very  large 
floor  space  were  few  in  number.  Only  5  Representatives 
reported  floor  space  in  excess  of  11,000  square  feet;  the 
remaining  35  Representatives  all  reported  less  than  6,000 
square  feet.  This  may  reflect  the  fact  that  very  few  PTDLs 
continue  to  maintain  voluminous  collections  of  paper 
patents.  The  distribution  of  full-text  patents  from  the 
USPTO  to  PTDLs  has  been  on  microfilm  since  1983/1984,  and 
back  files  of  full-text  patents  are  generally  available  only 
on  microfilm.  The  average  amount  of  floor  space  at  PTDLs 
included  in  the  survey  was  4,043  square  feet,  but  the  median 
size  was  only  1,492  square  feet. 


The  allocation  of  space  for  equipment,  materials,  seating, 
and  staff  also  varied  considerably  from  one  library  to 
another;  but,  generally  greater  space  was  allocated  to 
materials  and  patron  seating  than  to  equipment  and  staff. 
Of  the  total  space  allocated  to  patent  and  trademark 
operations,  anywhere  from  1  to  75  percent  of  total  space  was 
allocated  for  equipment  and  from  2  to  96  percent  was 
allocated  for  materials.  Patron  seating  ranged  from  1  to  84 
percent  of  total  floor  space,  while  staff  areas  comprised 
only  1  to  53  percent  of  total  floor  space.  Again,  the  wide 
distribution  of  responses  from  the  PTDLs  may  reflect,  in 
part,  the  fact  that  a  few  PTDLs  maintain  large  paper 
collections. 

The  average  amount  of  space  allocated  by  type  of  use  for  all 
libraries  showed  33  percent  allocated  for  materials,  26 
percent  for  patron  seating,  20  percent  for  staff;  and  18 
percent  for  equipment.^   (See  Figure  1-1) . 


Figure  1-1 
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^Averages  are  based  on  data  from  38  Representatives  who  supplied  information  on  the  allocation  of  space 
within  all  four  categories.  Total  space  committed  to  patent  and  trademark  services  can,  in  some  cases 
exceed  the  sum  of  the  foiu-  categories.  This  unspecified  use  is  depicted  in  Figure  1-1  as  the  "Other" 
category,  which  represents  about  3  percent  of  the  total. 


1.1.3  Types  of  Equipment  Used  by  Patent  and  Trademark 
Patrons  and  Staff 

Nine  types  of  equipment  that  patrons  were  likely  to  use  [and 
ten  types  of  equipment  (with  the  inclusion  of  f iche-to-f iche 
duplicators)  that  staff  were  likely  to  use]  in  research  or 
document  reproduction  (e.g.,  computer  work  stations, 
microfilm  reader  printers,  photocopiers,  etc.)  were 
identified  on  the  survey  form.  Representatives  were  asked 
to  identify  the  number  of  pieces  of  equipment  and  the 
frequency  of  use  by  PTDL  patrons  and  staff.  Four  categories 
defined  frequency  of  use:  "About  All  of  the  Time",  "About 
3/4  of  the  Time",  "About  1/2  of  the  Time",  and  "About  1/4  of 
the  Time". 

Nearly  all  of  the  42  PTDL  Representatives  who  supplied 
information  on  the  type  of  equipment  for  patron  use  at  their 
respective  libraries  reported  having  CD-ROM  (98  percent) , 
microfilm  reader  printers  (91  percent) ,  and  photocopiers 
(91  percent) .  About  two-thirds  of  the  reporting  libraries 
also  had  microfiche  readers  (67  percent)  and  microfiche 
reader  printers  (68  percent) .  Fewer  libraries  reported 
having  microfilm  readers  (38  percent) ,  computer  work 
stations  (29  percent) ,  and  telefacsimile  (22  percent) .  No 
libraries  reported  having  color  photocopiers  for  either 
patron  or  staff  use.   (See  Figure  1-2) . 


Figure  1-2 
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Although  libraries  were  not  likely  to  have  computer  work 
stations  and  telefacsimile  machines  for  patron  use, 
libraries  were  likely  to  have  these  types  of  equipment 


available  for  staff  use  (62  percent  and  71  percent, 
respectively) .  The  distribution  of  other  types  of  equipment 
for  staff  use  was  similar  to  the  distribution  of  equipment 
for  patron  use:  CD-ROM  (91  percent) ,  photocopiers  (76 
percent),  microfilm  reader  printers  (36  percent),  microfiche 
readers  (60  percent) ,  microfiche  reader  printers  (52 
percent) ,  and  microfilm  readers  (36  percent) .  In  addition 
to  these  equipment  types,  2  3  percent  of  the  responding 
Representatives  reported  having  f iche-to-f iche  duplicators 
for  staff  use  (not  shown  in  Figure  1-2) . 

Although  fewer  Representatives  reported  having  microfilm 
readers  available,  those  who  did  have  them  tended  to  have 
several.  PTDLs  that  had  microfilm  readers  had  on  average 
5.3  microfilm  readers  for  patron  use,  while  4.6  microfilm 
readers  were  available  for  staff  use.  Libraries  were  also 
likely  to  have  several  photocopiers  and  microfilm  reader 
printers  available  for  patron  or  staff  use,  with  fewer 
numbers  of  other  equipment  types.   (See  Figure  1-3) . 


Figure  1-3 
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1.1.4   Frequency  of  Equipment  Use  by  Patrons  and  Staff 


CD-ROM  equipment  and  computer  workstations  were  used  more 
frequently  by  patrons  than  any  other  type  of  equipment — 3  8 
percent  of  the  CD-ROM  equipment  and  31  percent  of  the 
computer  workstations  were  used  "About  All  of  the  Time". 
Moderate  use  of  microfilm  reader  printers  was  reported — 
about  28  percent  were  used  "About  3/4  of  the  Time".  All 
other  types  of  equipment  were  primarily  used  "About  1/4  of 
the  Time",  or  less.   (See  Figure  1-4). 


r 


Figure  1-4 

Frequency  of  Equipment  Use  by  Patrons* 
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•Numbers  may  not  add  to  100%  due  to  rounding. 


Staff  use  of  CD-ROM  equipment  was  also  high — about  30 
percent  of  staff  CD-ROM  equipment  was  used  "About  All  of  the 
Time".  Moderate  use  of  microfilm  readers  was  also  reported- 
-23  percent  of  the  microfilm  readers  are  used  "About  3/4  of 
the  Time" — and  lower  levels  of  use  were  reported  for  all 
other  types  of  equipment.   (See  Figure  1-5) . 


Figure  1-5 

Frequency  of  Equipment  Use  by  Staff* 
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•Numbers  may  not  add  to  100%  due  to  rounding. 
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1.1.5   Patent  and  Trademark  Collection  and  Other  Equipment 

The  remaining  types  of  institutional  data  collected  in  the 
survey  included  estimates  of  the  number  of  tables  and 
chairs,  the  amount  of  shelf  space,  and  the  physical  size  of 
the  collection.  (See  Figure  1-6) . 

Reading  tables,  index  tables,  and  chairs — All  reporting 
Representatives,  with  one  exception,  reported  less  than  12 
tables  and  36  chairs  for  patron  use  (the  one  exception 
reported  120  tables  and  110  chairs)  .  About  half  of  the 
Representatives  reported  less  than  4  tables  and  10  chairs. 

Individual  carrels  and  chairs — Representatives  from  16 
libraries  reported  they  did  not  have  any  individual  carrels, 
while  19  other  Representatives  reported  from  1  to  10 
carrels,  and  one  reported  120  carrels. 

Linear  Feet  of  Shelving — The  amount  of  linear  feet  of 
shelving  committed  to  patent  and  trademark  materials  varied 
considerably,  from  12  feet  to  10,560  feet.  Although  the 
average  amount  of  shelving  was  about  1,024  feet,  about  half 
of  the  40  Representatives  that  provided  this  information 
reported  420  feet  or  less.   (See  Section  1.1.2) 

Monographic  Titles/Editions — The  number  of  patent  and 
trademark  monographic  titles/editions  in  the  catalogues  of 
the  40  libraries,  for  which  this  information  was  provided, 
ranged  from  3  to  3,183  titles/editions.  Although  half  the 
libraries  had  173  or  fewer  titles/editions,  the  reporting  of 
four  (4)  Representatives  with  more  than  1,000 
titles/editions  raised  the  average  number  of  editions/titles 
to  about  365  per  library. 

Serial  Titles — The  number  of  patent  and  trademark  serial 
titles  in  the  catalogues  of  the  39  libraries,  for  which  this 
information  was  provided,  ranged  from  1  to  202  titles,  with 
an  average  of  about  35  titles  and  half  the  libraries  with 
less  than  18  titles. 
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Figure  1-6 

Number  of  reading  tables,  index  tables,  and  chairs  generally  used  by  patent 
and  trademark  patrons: 
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Estimate  of  the  number  of  patent  and  trademark  monographic 
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1.2  COST  OF  PROVIDING  PATENT  AND  TRADEMARK  SERVICES  AT  PTDLs 

The  human  and  financial  cost  of  providing  patent  and 
trademark  services  to  PTDL  patrons  is  a  significant 
investment  for  each  library.  Not  only  do  libraries  incur 
substantial,  initial  costs  when  they  enter  the  PTDL  program, 
but  PTDLs  must  provide  the  financial  and  personnel  resources 
each  year  to  maintain  their  patent  and  trademark  collections 
and  to  provide  quality  assistance  to  the  public.''  The 
magnitude  of  this  investment  was  expressed  by  one  PTDL 
Representative  who  offered  the  following  comment: 

While  I  understand  that  this  survey  is  designed  to  provide  much  needed 
information  in  a  variety  of  areas,  it  is  my  hope  that  the  PTO 
administration  will  take  a  close  look  at  the  financial  commitment  each 
of  us  has  made  to  disseminate  patent  and  trademark  information.  I 
hardly  think  my  library  is  getting  a  "free  lunch"  when  I  look  at  my 
bottom  line  investment  which  does  not  include  the  one  quarter  of  a 
million  dollars  investment  we  have  in  backfde  microfilm. 

A  major  objective  of  the  PTDL  Profile  survey  was  to  quantify 
the  human  and  financial  resources  that  are  required  each 
year  to  maintain  the  patent  and  trademark  collection  and  to 
provide  reference  assistance  to  library  patrons.  On  the 
basis  of  the  results  of  this  survey,  the  annual  cost  of 
providing  patent  and  trademark  services  appeared  to  be  a 
major  financial  commitment  for  some  libraries.  Data 
provided  by  PTDL  Representatives  who  responded  to  the  survey 
show  the  minimum  annual  cost  of  providing  patent  and 
trademark  services  varied  from  a  few  thousand  dollars  at 
some  libraries  to  upwards  of  $150,000  at  other  libraries. 

The  PTDL  Profile  survey  was  used  to  identify  the  human  and 
financial  resources  that  PTDL  Representatives  estimated  were 
used  each  year  to  provide  patent  and  trademark  service  to 


''As  mentioned  in  the  Introduction,  the  first  survey  of  PTDLs  in  May,  1977,  collected  information  about 
patent  docimient  holdings  in  the  PTDLs.  In  1986  the  Directory  of  Patent  Depository  Libraries  was 
published  with  subsequent  revisions  to  record  the  U.S.  patent  docimient  holdings  of  the  PTDLs.  A  new 
edition  of  the  directory  is  in  preparation  to  include  U.S.  trademark  holdings  to  reflect  the  expanded  scope 
of  the  PTDL  Program  and  will  be  titled  Directory  of  Patent  and  Trademark  Depository  Libraries.  By 
using  the  holdings  information  in  the  directory  at  the  time  of  the  USPTO/PTDL  Conference  in  May,  1992, 
the  minimimi  U.S.  patent  dociunent  assets  in  PTDLs  are  valued  at  $17,480,000  (e.xclusive  of  foreign 
patent  holdings  on  paper  and  microfilm  and  owned  by  various  PTDLS^  and  consist  of  the  following: 

Retail  value  of  microfilm  of  U.S.  Utility  Patents  purchased  by  PTDLs:  $10,260,000; 

Retail  value  of  microfilm  of  U.S.  Uulity  Patents  purchased  by  the  USPTO  for  PTDLs:  $3,130,000; 

Retail  value  of  microfilm  to  replace  paper  holdings  of  U.S.  Utility  patents*:  $2,680,000; 

Retail  value  of  microfilm  of  the  Official  Gazette  purchased  by  PTDLs:  $520,000; 

Retail  value  of  microfilm  to  replace  paper  holdings  of  the  Official  Gazette:  $890,000. 

[*retail  value  of  paper  U.S.  Utility  Patents  in  PTDLs  (@  $3.00AJtility  Patent):  $92,020,000] 
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their  patrons.  Human  resources,  which  included  the 
permanent,  temporary,  and  volunteer  staff  who  provided  PTDL 
services  are  summarized  in  Section  1.2.1.  Financial 
resources,  which  included  staff  salaries  and  the  cost  of 
specific  PTDL  equipment,  travel,  programs,  fees,  etc.,  are 
summarized  in  Section  1.2.2. 


1.2.1   Human  Resources  Utilized 

PTDL  Representatives  were  asked  to  identify  the  amount  of 
human  resources  used  to  assist  PTDL  patrons  and  to  maintain 
the  patent  and  trademark  collection  each  year.  Human 
resources  included  permanent,  temporary,  and  volunteer  staff 
who  provided  reference  and  non-reference  assistance  to  the 
public;  and  who  helped  maintain  the  collection  through  such 
activities  as  processing  patent  and  trademark  materials, 
installing  patent  and  trademark  CD-ROM  software,  and 
maintaining  equipment.  After  determining  the  number  of 
permanent,  temporary,  and  volunteer  staff,  the  PTDL 
Representatives  were  asked  to  estimate  the  number  of  staff 
hours  spent  each  day  in  reference,  non-reference,  and 
maintenance  activities. 

Permanent   and   temporary   staff.  Employment  data   from  4  2   PTDL 

Representatives  showed  PTDLs  employed  an  average  of  8 
permanent  and  2  temporary  staff  trained  to  provide  patent 
and  trademark  related  services.  The  number  of  permanent 
staff  positions  ranged  from  1  to  25,  while  the  number  of 
t'^mporary  staff  positions  ranged  from  zero  to  15  (18  PTDLs 
reported  zero  temporary  staff  and  23  PTDLs  reported  1  to  15 
temporary  staff  positions) . 

The  aggregate  amount  of  time  permanent  and  temporary  staff 
were  engaged  in  patent  and  trademark  related  services 
averaged  11  hours  per  day  per  library.  Most  of  this  time 
was  spent  in  reference  activities  (6  hours) ,  followed  by 
non-reference  activities  (3  hours) ,  and  maintenance 
activities  (2  hours) . 

Volunteer  staff  Very  little  patent  and  trademark  service  was 
provided  by  volunteer  staff.  Of  the  3  6  PTDL 
Representatives,  who  provided  information  on  volunteer 
staffing,  33  reported  no  volunteer  staff;  two  libraries 
reported  one  volunteer  staff  position,  and  one  library 
reported  two  volunteer  staff  positions. 

Training.  Each  PTDL  invested  approximately  82  person-hours 

per  year  to  train  staff  in  the  use  of  patent  and  trademark 
materials  and  equipment — about  52  person-hours  of  formal 
staff  training  were  provided  by  USPTO  and  3  0  person-hours 
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were  provided  by  staff  to  other  staff  members.'  The  staff 
of  each  PTDL  also  provided  about  237  person-hours  of  patent 
and  trademark  training  to  the  public  and  provided  about  5 
formal  patent  and  trademark  training  events  per  year.^ 

1.2.2   Financial   Resources  Expended 

Annual  financial  resources  used  to  provide  patent  and 
trademark  services  consisted  of  staff  salaries,  plus  the 
direct  cost  of  specific  patent  and  trademark  related 
expenses,  such  as  equipment,  supplies,  travel,  training, 
programs,  etc. 

Staff  salaries  were  calculated  by  the  Representatives  who 
determined  the  number  of  staff  engaged  in  reference,  non- 
reference,  and/or  maintenance  activities;  then,  the  annual 
salary  (including  benefits)  of  each  staff  member  was 
prorated  according  to  the  amount  of  time  he  or  she  was 
engaged  in  these  activities.  On  the  basis  of  the  salary 
information  provided  by  Representatives  from  37  libraries, 
about  $1.6  million  of  their  staff  salaries  were  associated 
with  patent  and  trademark  services.  Although  the  range  of 
patent  and  trademark  related  salaries  per  library  varied 
from  $3,842  to  $138,337,  the  average  per  library  was 
$43,234,  of  which  $23,845  (60  percent)  was  for  providing 
reference  service,  $10,043  (23  percent)  was  for  providing 
non-reference  service,  and  $7,346  (17  percent)  was  for 
performing  patent  and  trademark  maintenance. 

Patent  and  trademark  related  expenses  were  provided  by 
Representatives  who  were  asked  to  estimate  the  annual  costs 
associated  with  13  specific  types  of  expenses  identified  on 
the  survey  form.  In  addition  to  providing  estimated  direct 
costs.  Representatives  were  also  asked  to  provide  overhead 
rates  and  to  identify  those  items  to  which  the  overhead 
rates  applied.  Only  15  Representatives  were  able  to  provide 
overhead  rate  information;  consequently,  the  patent  and 
trademark  related  expenses  summarized  in  this  section  should 
be  interpreted  as  minimum  expenses. 

Annual  expenditures  for  patent  and  trademark  related 
services  averaged  $13,887  per  library.  The  more  costly 
expenditures  included  space  ($4,231),  library  equipment 
($3,279),  and  equipment  maintenance  ($1,402).  (See  Figure 
1-7). 


'PTDLs  invested  an  average  of  less  than  one  hour  per  year  to  train  volunteers  and  this  is  consistent  with 
the  amount  of  volunteer  stafiFthat  were  present  in  the  PTDLs. 

^The  median  number  of  public  training  hours  was  82.5  person-hours  per  year.  Because  some  PTDLs 
reported  as  many  as  1,140  person-hours  of  public  training  per  year,  the  average  (240  person-hours)  was 
higher  than  the  median. 
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Figure  1-7 
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27 

8,013 
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81 
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Totals 


$351,525 


$13,887 


(1)  Figure  1-7  does  not  include  $65,900  in  start-up  e.xpenses,  $23,985  in  microfilm  back  file 
purchases,  $6,304  in  remodeling  costs  and  $300, 117  in  construction  costs  that  were  reported 
by  some  PTDLs. 

(2)  Other  expenses  included  postage,  overhead  transparencies,  handout  materials,  and 
brochures. 
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1.3  REPRODUCTION  AND  DISTRIBUTION  OF  PATENT  AND  TRADEMARK 
MATERIALS 


Representatives  from  37  PTDLs  provided  information  on  the 
annual  volume  of  patent  and  trademark  document  reproduction 
through  photocopying,  printing,  or  telefacsimile.  Together, 
these  libraries  reported  1.8  million  pages  of  patent  and 
trademark  materials  reproduced  annually — or  49,192  pages  per 
library  per  year.   (See  Figure   1-8) . 


Figure  1-8 
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Representatives  were  asked  to  estimate  the  number  of  pages 
and/or  documents  that  are  reproduced  each  year  from  all 
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sources,  including  paper,  microform,  and  electronic  sources. 
Separate  estimates  were  provided  for  self-service  and  staff 
document  reproduction.  Data  provided  by  the  PTDL 
Representatives  represents  a  minimum  volume  of  reproduction, 
since  many  Representatives  did  not  know,  or  did  not  maintain 
information  on  the  total  amount  of  photocopying.  For 
example,  17  Representatives  said  they  did  not  know  (or  they 
did  not  provide)  the  amount  of  self-service  photocopying, 
but  some  of  these  Representatives  did  have  information  on 
the  amount  of  staff  photocopying.  On  the  other  hand,  some 
Representatives  reported  the  volume  of  self-service 
photocopying,  but  did  not  provide  any  information  on  the 
amount  of  staff  photocopying. 

Nearly  all  of  the  staff  and  volunteer  produced  reproductions 
were  distributed  to  patrons,  primarily  through  mail  service. 
Information  from  29  Representatives  showed  about  58  percent 
of  staff  and  volunteer  produced  photocopies  were  mailed  to 
patrons;  19  percent  were  produced  for  patron  pick-up,  and  7 
percent  were  telefaxed  to  the  patrons.  The  remaining 
photocopies  were  produced  for  interlibrary  loan  (15  percent) 
and  other  purposes  (1  percent) .  Limited  information  on 
the  distribution  of  photocopied  materials  to  patrons  outside 
the  PTDL  service  area  was  obtained  through  the  PTDL  Profile 
survey,  but  at  least  11  percent  of  all  materials  that  were 
mailed  or  telefaxed  to  patrons  were  distributed  to  patrons 
outside  the  service  area.*^ 


J. 4  INCOME  FROM  PATENT  AND  TRADEMARK  SERVICES 


Most  PTDLs  report  they  were  not  restricted  from  charging  patrons 
for  telefacsimile,  photocopy,  or  other  reproduction 
services.  Representatives  from  3  5  PTDLs  reported  no 
statutory  restrictions  or  ordinances  that  prohibited  their 
PTDLs  from  "charging  for  such  things  as  service, 
photocopies,  and  materials  provided",  but  another  5 
Representatives  did  report  such  restrictions  on  patron  fees. 

PTDLs  received  an  average  of  $6,963  per  year  from  photocopy 
and  telefacsimile  service,  and  from  other  sources,  such  as 
gifts  and  donations.  Only  about  half  of  the  Representatives 
were  able  to  provide  information  on  the  amount  of  revenue 
received  from  these  sources.  On  the  basis  of  these 
responses,  the  average  annual  income  from  staff  or  volunteer 


^The  PTDL  Profile  questionnaire  asked  Representatives  to  estimate  the  percentage  of  staff  and  volunteer 
produced  materials  that  are  distributed  to  patrons  inside  the  service  area  or  outside  the  service  area;  in 
some  cases  this  distinction  could  not  be  made  and  Representatives  could  only  estimate  the  percentage  of 
copies  distributed  to  patrons,  regardless  of  the  patrons  location. 
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produced  photocopying  averaged  $4,058  per  PTDL.  Self-service 
photocopying  generated  $1,921;  telefacsimile  services 
generated  $188;  and  other  sources,  such  as  gifts  and 
donations  contributed  $796  annually.^  (See  Figure  1-9) . 


Figure  1-9 


Average  Annual  Revenue  from  Photocopying,  Telefacsimile  Services, 
and  Other  Sources 
(Average  per  PTDl  =  $6,963  per  year) 

other:  ($796) 

1 

^    4  4*/ 

^^^^^    Photocopying  (self-«ervice):  $1 ,921 

Photocopying:  (staff):  $4,058)             \^^ 

A  comparison  of  revenue  from  photocopy  service  and  volume  of 
photocopied  materials  (see  Section  1.3)  indicated  patrons 
who  were  charged  for  photocopy  service  paid  an  average  of  13 
cents  per  page.  This  average  was  based  on  data  from 
Representatives  at  21  PTDLs  who  provided  information  on  the 
volume  of  photocopied  materials  and  the  revenue  from 
photocopy  service.  Consistency  in  reporting  these  figures 
was  indicated  by  the  strong,  positive  correlation  (r=.89) 
between  the  data — that  is  to  say,  higher  revenue  was 
associated  with  PTDLs  that  also  reported  higher  volumes  of 
photocopied  materials.^ 


^Only  five  PTDL  Representatives  reported  other  sources  of  revenue-one  PTDL  reported  a  plain  paper 
microform  reader  printer  from  a  patent  law  firm  ($7,500);  another  Representative  reported  $5,000  from 
Friends  of  the  Library;  a  third  reported  $2,400  in  donations;  and  two  other  Representatives  reported  about 
$200  each  in  donations. 

^e  Pearson  correlation  coefficient,  r,  can  be  used  to  measure  the  strength  of  linear  association  between 
two  variables.  The  absolute  value  of  r  ranges  from  zero  when  there  is  no  association,  to  1.0  when  there  is 
a  perfect  linear  relationship  between  the  variables. 
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1.5  EVALUATION  OF  PRODUCTS,  PROGRAMS.  AND  SERVICES 

A  significant  portion  of  the  PTDL  Profile  survey  was  devoted 
to  an  evaluation  of  products,  programs,  and  services  used  by 
or  provided  to  the  PTDLs.  Thirty-three  items  that 
represented  specific  products,  programs,  and  services  were 
divided  into  five  categories: 

1.  electronic  products  provided  to  the  PTDLs; 

2.  materials  and  tools  provided  to  the  PTDLs; 

3.  training  and  consciousness-raising  events  provided 
to  the  public  and  to  PTDLs; 

4.  services  and  programs  provided  to  the  PTDLs;  and 

5.  the  way  in  which  services/materials  were  provided  to 
the  PTDLs. 

For  each  item,  Representatives  were  asked  to  indicate  how 
important  and/or  needed  the  item  was  to  the  PTDLs  by 
checking  one  of  five  response  categories —  "Strongly  Agree", 
"Agree",  "Disagree",  "Strongly  Disagree",  or  "Don't  Know/Not 
Applicable".  Representatives  were  then  asked  to  rank  order 
the  items  in  the  first  four  sets  in  "order  of  importance 
from  1  to  (n)  ,  with  1  being  the  most  highly  ranked  and  (n) 
being  least"  important. 


1.5.1  Evaluation  of  Electronic  Products  Provided  to  PTDLs 

PTDL  Representatives  evaluated  eight  electronic  products 
that  included  seven  CD-ROM  discs  and  the  Automated  Patent 
System  (APS) .  The  CD-ROM  discs  contain  patent  and  trademark 
data  and  research  tools  and  the  APS  provides  search  and 
retrieval  of  the  full  text  of  U.S.  patents. 

The  electronic  products  that  PTDL  Representatives  identified 
as  the  most  important  were  the  CD-ROM  discs  that  contained: 

1.  bibliographic  information  for  utility  patents 
[Classification  and  Search  Support  Information 
System]  (CASSIS/BIB) ; 

2.  current  classifications  for  U.S.  patents  and  patent 
documents  (CAS SIS/ CLASS) ; 

3.  active  trademark  registrations  (T*ADEMARKS) ;  and 

4.  patent  search  and  reference  tools  [Additional 
Support  and  Information  Search  Tools] (ASIST) . 

All  42  Representatives  who  evaluated  CASSIS/BIB  and 
T*ADEMARKS  CD-ROM  products  strongly  agreed  those  products 
were  important  and/or  needed  by  PTDLs;  39  of  the  42 
Representatives  who  evaluated  CASSIS/CLASS  and  ASIST  CD-ROM 
products  strongly  agreed  those  products  were  important 
and/or  needed  by  PTDLs.  Each  of  these  CD-ROM  products  was 
ranked  higher  than  the  other  four  electronic  products  that 
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were    evaluated- 
Figure    1-10) . 


1.4     to     3.3     on    a     scale     of     1     to     8 


(See 


Figure  1-10 


Electronic  Products  That  Are  Important  And/Or  Needed  by  the  PTDLs 


BIB  CD-ROM 
CLASS  CO-ROM 
TRADEMARKS  CD-ROM 
ASIST  CD-ROM 
APS 
Patent  Image  CD-ROM 
PraCTIs  CD-ROM 
JPOABS  CD-ROM 


Disagree 


The  electronic  products  that  PTDL  Representatives  identified 
as  less  important  were  the  CD-ROM  discs  that  contained: 

1.  Images  of  U.S.  patents  on  CD-ROM  (a  single 
demonstration  disc  with  images  for  about  half  of 
the  full-text  utility  patents  issued  December  21, 
1988) ; 

2.  International  Patent  Classification  Group  Titles 
(5th  edition) — a  prototype  disc  on  Patent 
Cooperation  Treaty  data  (PraCTis) ;  and 

3.  English  language  translations  of  abstracts  of 
Japanese  patent  applications  (JPOABS) . 

Although  the  majority  of  Representatives  strongly  agreed  or 
agreed  those  three  products  were  important,  at  least  one- 
quarter  of  the  38  Representatives  who  evaluated  the  JPOABS 
and  PraCTis  CD-ROM  discs  and  the  37  Representatives  who 
evaluated  the  patent  image  CD-ROM  disc  disagreed  or  strongly 
disagreed  those  were  important.  The  patent  image  CD-ROM  disc 
was  given  an  average  rank  of  5.9,  and  the  lowest  rank  (6.9) 
was  assigned  to  the  JPOABS  and  PraCTis  CD-ROM  discs. 

The  importance  of  APS  was  ranked  similarly  by  most 
Representatives,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  APS  was 
available  in  their  libraries.  APS  terminals  were  installed 
in  14  PTDLs  about  one  month  prior  to  the  PTDL  Profile 
survey.  Although  most  Representatives  were  familiar  with 
APS   from  demonstrations  at  USPTO/PTDL  Conferences,   the 
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evaluation  of  APS  in  the  PTDL  environment  was  based  on  very 
limited  use.  Twenty-nine  (29)  Representatives  evaluated  APS 
deployment  and  nearly  half  (48  percent)  strongly  agreed  that 
deployment  was  important;  about  one  third  (35  percent) 
agreed  and  the  rest  (17  percent)  disagreed  that  deployment 
was  important.  The  average  rank  assigned  to  APS  by  those 
Representatives     was     5.1.  Next,      the     evaluations     from     7 

Representatives  who  had  APS  deployed  in  their  libraries  were 
compared  to  the  evaluations  of  Representatives  who  did  not 
have      APS.  The      results      of      the      comparison      showed      all 

Representatives  evaluated  APS  deployment  similarly, 
regardless  of  participation  in  the  pilot  program. 
Representatives  with  APS  deployed  in  their  libraries 
assigned  an  average  rank  of  5.2,  while  Representatives 
without  APS  assigned  an  average  rank  of  5.1.  About  4  3 
percent  of  PTDL  Representatives  who  were  participants  in  the 
pilot  program  strongly  agreed  that  APS  deployment  was 
important        and        14        percent        disagreed.  Among        the 

Representatives  who  were  not  participants  in  the  pilot 
program,  50  percent  strongly  agreed  and  18  percent  disagreed 
that  APS   deployment  was   important. 

The  results  of  the  objective  evaluation  of  those  electronic 
products  are  echoed  in  the  supplemental  comments  that  were 
provided     by     some     Representatives.  These     comments     also 

provide  some  indication  as  to  the  basis  for  their 
evaluations    (e.g.,    poor  quality,    cost,    lack  of   familiarity): 

CASSIS/BIB,  CASSIS/CLASS.  ASIST  and  WADEMARKS  are  all  of 
co-equal  importance  in  my  judgment. 

The  CASSIS/BIB,  CASSIS/CLASS,  ASIST  and  TRADEMARKS  CD- 
ROMs  are  used  consistently.  We  have  not  had  much  demand  for  U.S. 
Patent  Image,  Japanese  Abstract  and  PraCTis  CD-ROMs.  Maybe  we 
don't  know  enough  about  them  to  make  use  of  the  information. 

CD-ROM  images  are  very  poor,  also  not  enough  equipment  to 
support;  prefer  microfilm;  subscription  to  Japanese  Abstracts  CD- 
ROM  and  PraCTis  CD-ROM  is  nice  but  not  essential. 

Subscription  to  U.S.  Patent  Image  CD-ROMs  would  be  great  if  it's 
free  as  a  PTDL  service,  it  comes  regularly,  and  it  comes  quickly  (i.e., 
within  2  months). 

Would  rank  APS  deployment  higher  if  we  knew  we  would  not  have  to 
charge  back  to  patrons. 

APS  deployment  to  PTDLs  for  free,  on  a  CD-ROM  system  to  offset  on- 
line charges  that  most  inventors  can  not  afford  OPDLP  are  already 
running  an  excellent  patent  service  on  CD's,  i.e.,  CASSIS,  inventors 


22 


know  that  they  can  search  the  system  at  any  time  the  library  is  open 
without  undue  overhead  costs,  but  it  would  be  best  if  CASSIS  were  a 
full- text  system  like  APS. 

1.5.2    Evaluation  of  Materials  and  Tools  Provided  to  PTDLs 

The  materials  and  tools  that  Representatives  were  asked  to 
evaluate  consisted  of  eight  items  that  included: 

1.  general    information  brochures; 

2.  informational   material    (e.g.,    installation 
instructions   and  memoranda) ; 

3.  CD-ROM  Usage   Log  Reports; 

4.  the   Survey   of   PTDLs; 

5.  updated  Patentee/Assignee  Index  microfiche; 

6 .  updated  Directory  of  Patent  and  Trademark  Depository  Libraries; 

7.  subscription  to  U.S.  Trademark  Law ;    and 

8.  direct  mail  of  the  Official  Gazette . 

All  of  these  materials  and  tools,  except  for  perhaps  the 
updated  Patentee/Assignee  Index  microfiche,  are  important  to  PTDL 
Representatives.  Comments  made  by  one  Representative 
underscore  the  importance  of  the  materials  and  tools  the 
PTDLs  now  receive: 

This  is  a  composite  of  the  rankings  of  four  librarians,  most  of  whom  did 
not  agree  in  their  views  of  which  things  were  more  necessary  than  the 
others.   We  would  probably  have  ranked  them  all  as  numbers  I  and  2. 

This  view  was  shared  by  88  percent  of  the  Representatives 
who  strongly  agreed  or  agreed  those  materials  and  tools 
(except  for  updated  Patentee/Assignee  Index  microfiche)  were 
important  and/or  needed  by  the  PTDLs.   (See  Figure  1-11) . 
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Figure  1-11 
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One-third  (31  percent)  of  the  36  Representatives  who 
evaluated  updated  Patentee/Assignee  Index  microfiche  disagreed  or 
strongly  disagreed  that  updated  Patentee/Assignee  Index  microfiche 
was  important  and/or  needed  by  PTDLs.  One  Representative 
further  suggested,  in  reference  to  the  Patentee/Assignee  Index 
microfiche ,  that  USPTO  "keep  ASISTdisc  [CD-ROM]  up-to-date  and  forget  the 
fiche. " 

The  materials  and  tools  that  Representatives  considered  more 
important  were  the  direct  mail  of  the  Official  Gazette  and 
informational  material  (including  installation  instructions 
and  memoranda) .  About  88  percent  and  91  percent  of  the 
Representatives  who  evaluated  these  items  strongly  agreed 
they  were  important  and  assigned  average  rank  scores  of  2.2 
and  2.5,  respectively  (on  a  scale  of  1  to  8). 

Moderately  high  levels  of  importance  were  assigned  to  extra 
supplies  of  general  information  brochures  and  updated 
Directory  of  Patent  and  Trademark  Depository  Libraries .  At  least  half  of 
the  42  Representatives  who  evaluated  these  items  strongly 
agreed  they  were  important  and  assigned  average  rank  scores 
of  3.5  and  4.1,  respectively. 

Lesser  importance  was  assigned  to  the  U.S.  Trademark  Law 
subscriptions,  CD-ROM  Usage  Log,  updated  Patentee/Assignee  Index 
microfiche,  and  the  Survey  of  PTDLs.  Less  than  one-third  of 
the  Representatives  who  evaluated  each  of  these  items 
strongly  agreed  it  was  important  and/or  needed  by  the  PTDLs. 


24 


Rank  orders  of  importance  ranged  from  5.5  for  the  U.S. 
Trademark  Law ,  to  6.2  for  the  Survey  of  PTDLs.  Although  the 
Survey  of  PTDLs  received  the  lowest  rank,  38  (93  percent)  of 
the  41  Representatives  who  evaluated  this  item  at  least 
agreed  it  was  important. 


1.5.3  Evaluation  of  Training  and  Consciousness-raising 
Events  Provided  to  the  Public  and  to  PTDLs 

Eleven  (11)  specific  training  and  consciousness-raising 
events  were  evaluated  by  Representatives.  Five  of  these 
events  involved  "Accessing  Patent  and  Trademark  Information" 
(APTI)  Seminars  and  exhibits  at: 

1.  PTDLs; 

2.  Special  Libraries  Association  Annual  Conference; 

3.  American  Library  Association  Annual  Conference; 

4.  Public  Library  Association  Triennial  Conference; 

5.  American  Association  of  Law  Libraries  Annual 
Meeting. 


The  remaining  six  events  that  were  evaluated  by 
Representatives  consisted  of: 

6.  PTO/PTDL  Annual  Conference; 

7.  PTO/PTDL  Pre-conference  Workshops; 

8.  PTDL  staff  training  following  APTI  Seminars; 

9.  Project  XL  activities; 

10.  Young  Inventor's  Competition;  and 

11.  Director's  Reception  at  the  American  Library 
Association  Annual  Conference. 

All  eleven  items  were  evaluated  by  the  Representatives  and 
ranked  on  a  scale  of  1  (most  important)  to  11  (least 
important) . 

The  APTI  Seminars  held  at  PTDLs  were  considered  by 
Representatives  to  be  the  most  important  of  the  five  APTI 
Seminars.  All  of  the  4  5  Representatives  who  evaluated  APTI 
Seminars  held  at  PTDLs,  strongly  agreed  (87  percent)  or 
agreed  (13  percent)  these  seminars  were  important  or  needed 
by  the  public  or  PTDLs.  About  32  percent  of  the 
Representatives  strongly  agreed  and  59  percent  agreed  that 
exhibits  and  APTI  Seminars  at  other  library  conferences  were 
important  or  needed  by  the  public  or  PTDLs.  About  8 
percent  of  the  Representatives  disagreed  APTI  Seminars  and 
exhibits  were  important  at  other  library  conferences.  (See 
Figure  1-12) . 
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Figure  1-12 
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The  average  rank  given  for  the  APTI  Seminars  given  at  the 
PTDLs  was  2.8  (on  a  scale  of  1  to  11),  while  the  average 
rank  given  to  exhibits  and  APTI  Seminars  at  the  various 
library  association  conferences  ranged  from  6.3  to  7.8. 

PTDL  Representatives  viewed  the  PTO/PTDL  Annual  Conference 
and  the  Pre-conference  Workshops  as  very  important  to  the 
PTDLs.  Forty-four  (96  percent)  of  the  46  Representatives 
who  evaluated  the  PTO/PTDL  Annual  Conference  and  4  0  (90 
percent)  of  the  45  Representatives  who  evaluated  the  Pre- 
Conference  Workshops  strongly  agreed  these  events  were 
important  to  the  public  or  the  PTDLs.  In  addition,  these 
items  were  ranked  highest  of  all  11  training  and 
consciousness-raising  events  that  were  evaluated — 1.6  and 
2.4,  respectively. 

Nearly  three-fourths  (74  percent)  of  the  4  3  Representatives 
who  evaluated  staff  training  that  was  provided  after  APTI 
Seminars  in  the  libraries  also  strongly  agreed  this  training 
was  important. 

Lesser  importance  was  assigned  to  Project  XL  Activities, 
Young  Inventors  Competition,  and  especially  the  Director's 
Reception  at  the  American  Library  Association.  Seven  (25 
percent)  of  the  28  Representatives  who  evaluated  the 
Directors  Reception  disagreed  that  event  was  important.  In 
addition,  16  of  the  35  Representatives  who  assigned  a  rank 
order  to  the  Director's  Reception  assigned  the  lowest 
possible  score  (11) ,  although  the  average  rank  assigned  by 
all  Representatives  was  9.5.   (See  Figure  1-13). 
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Figure  1-13 
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1.5.4   Evaluation  of  Services  and  Programs  Provided  to  PTDLs 

PTDL  Representatives  evaluated  six  services  and  programs  in 
terms  of  their  importance  to  the  PTDLs: 

1.  toll-free  telephone  line  to  the  PTDLP  office; 

2.  electronic  mail  to  the  PTDLP  office  and  other 
PTDLs ; 

3.  reference  assistance; 

4.  on  demand  copy  service; 

5.  Fellowship  Program;  and 

6.  technical  assistance  with  CD-ROM  and  APS. 

Most  Representatives  were  in  agreement  that  each  of  these 
services  and  programs  was  important  to  the  PTDLs,  with 
communication  to  the  PTDLP  office  and  assistance  provided  by 
the  PTDLP  office  being  especially  important.  The  toll-free 
telephone  line  to  the  PTDLP  office  was  given  the  highest 
numeric  rank — 1.8  on  a  scale  of  1  to  6 — and  39  (93  percent) 
out  of  42  Representatives  strongly  agreed  the  service  was 
important  to  the  PTDLs.  Technical  assistance  with  CD-ROM 
and  APS  was  also  highly  ranked;  4  0  out  of  41 
Representatives  strongly  agreed  that  technical  assistance 
was  important  and  an  average  rank  of  1.9  was  assigned. 
(See  Figure  1-14) . 
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Figure  1-14 
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Reference  assistance  and  electronic  mail  were  moderately 
important  (ranked  3.0  and  3.1,  respectively),  and  the 
Fellowship  Program  and  on-demand  photocopy  service  were 
considered  least  important  in  relation  to  other  programs  and 
services.  Fewer  than  half  of  the  Representatives  who 
evaluated  the  Fellowship  Program  and  on-demand  copy  service 
strongly  agreed  these  were  important  to  the  PTDLs  and  these 
items  were  assigned  an  average  rank  of  5.0  and  5.2, 
respectively. 


1.5.5  Evaluation  of  the  Way  Services/Materials  are  Provided 
to  the  PTDLs 

"The  single  most  important  service  the  PTDLP  office 
provides,"  according  to  one  PTDL  Representative,  "is  always 
being  willing  and  capable  of  providing  us  with  whatever  help 
we  need  if  it  is  within  their  power  to  do  so."  This 
comment,  which  addressed  both  abilities  and  limitations  of 
the  PTDLP  office,  reflected  the  general  opinion  of  most 
Representatives  who  evaluated  the  way  in  which  services  and 
materials  were  provided  to  the  PTDLs. 

In  the  final  section  of  the  PTDL  Profile  survey, 
Representatives  were  asked  to  evaluate  the  quality  of 
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assistance  provided  by  the  PTDLP  office  and  to  identify 
specific  strengths  or  weaknesses  of  the  PTDLP  office. 

The  evaluation  of  PTDLP  office  assistance  was  accomplished 
by  asking  Representatives  to  indicate  how  strongly  they 
agreed  or  disagreed  with  seven  statements  concerning  the 
quality  of  PTDLP  assistance: 

1.  The  staff  in  the  Patent  and  Trademark  Depository 
Library  Program  (PTDLP)  office  has  been  successful  in 
anticipating  my/our  needs  for  materials. 

2.  The  staff  in  the  PTDLP  office  has  been  successful  in 
anticipating  my/our  needs  for  information. 

3.  The  ^taff  in  the  PTDLP  office  respond  to  my/ our 
requests  in  a  timely  way. 

4.  The  staff  of  the  PTDLP  office  respond  to  my/ our 
requests  with  quality  assistance. 

5.  Informational  material  is  clear  and  concise. 

6.  PTDLP  office  staff  has  a  helpful,  positive  attitude. 

7.  PTDLP  office  keeps  me/us  well  informed. 

Responses  from  PTDL  Representatives  indicated  a  high  level 
of  satisfaction  regarding  communication  between  the  PTDLP 
office  and  the  PTDLs.  More  than  80  percent  of  the  PTDL 
Representatives  strongly  agreed  the  PTDLP  office  was  able  to 
respond  in  a  timely  manner,  to  maintain  a  positive  attitude, 
to  keep  the  PTDLs  well  informed,  and  to  provide  quality 
assistance.  One  area  where  improvement  was  indicated, 
however,  involved  the  clarity  of  information  provided  to  the 
PTDLs — 10  percent  of  the  Representatives  disagreed  or 
strongly  disagreed  that  informational  material  was  clear  and 
concise.   (See  Figure  1-15) . 
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Figure  1-15 
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Subjective  evaluations  of  products  and  services  provided  by 
the  PTDLP  office  provided  more  insight  into  the  specific 
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  PTDL  Program. 
Representatives  were  asked  to  comment  on  "[t]hings  the 
[PTDLP  office]  does  particularly  well",  on  "[tjhings  the 
[PTDLP  office]  could  do  better",  and  on  "[o]ther"  aspects  of 
the  PTDL  Program.  (Responses  to  these  questionnaire  items 
are  presented  in  Part  2 . ) 

Areas  of  PTDLP  office  strength,  according  to  PTDL 
Representatives,  consisted  of  the  PTDLP  office's  ability  to: 


deliver  quality  products  and  services; 
provide  technical  and  reference  assistance; 
maintain  good  communication  with  the  PTDLs. 


and 


The  PTO/PTDL  Conference,  workshops,  and  seminars  were 
specifically  cited  as  examples  of  superior  products  and 
services  delivered  by  the  PTDLP  office.  Nearly  one-half  of 
the  Representatives  provided  additional  comments  that 
focused  on  the  timeliness,  responsiveness,  and  the  generally 
superior  communications  between  the  PTDLP  office  and  the 
PTDLs . 
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Areas  in  which  PTDL  Representatives  felt  improvement  in  current 
service   could  be  made  included: 

-  the  clarity  of  technical  documentation;  and 

-  the  timeliness  of  materials. 

Although  Representatives  submitted  very  positive  comments 
and  evaluations  of  the  technical  assistance  they  received, 
several  Representatives  believed  technical  documentation  on 
CD-ROM  needed  to  be  made  more  clear,  consistent,  and 
concise.  In  some  cases,  Representatives  observed  that 
documentation   was    missing    altogether.  Several 

Representatives  expressed  concern  about  the  timeliness  of 
materials,  especially  microfilm;  however.  Representatives 
also  acknowledged  that  more  timely  delivery  of  materials, 
such  as  microfilm,  was  not  directly  under  the  control  of  the 
PTDLP  office.  Similarly,  the  production  of  CD-ROM 
documentation  was  not  directly  under  the  control  of  the 
PTDLP  office. 

Finally,  several  Representatives  identified  additional  service  or 
changes   that  might  benefit  the  PTDL  program: 

-  more  staff,  especially  staff  to  handle  the  increased 
numbers  of  PTDLs  and  to  provide  a  staff  member  with 
expertise  who  could  respond  to  questions  on  the 
patenting  process; 

-  making  the  classification  system  more  user  friendly, 
including  staff  who  would  be  conversant  with  the 
U.S.  Patent  Classification  System  so  the  PTDLP 
office  staff  could  also  be  advising  PTDL  staff  on 
patent  subject  matter  queries;  and 

-  more  detailed,  one-on-one  (rather  than  group) 
classification  and  CD-ROM  training. 
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SERVICE  PROFILE 


In  addition  to  providing  access  to  patent  and  trademark 
materials,  PTDL  staffs  are  trained  to  provide  quality 
assistance  on  the  use  of  these  materials.  Staffs  respond 
to  a  wide-range  of  patron  requests  for  service  and 
assistance  that  may  involve:  technical  reference  service; 
patent  and  trademark  searching  assistance;  equipment  usage 
assistance;  photocopying  service;  or,  providing  information 
about  the  library,  its  location,  and  operating  hours. 
Assistance  may  be  given  in-person  via  telephone,  through 
mail  delivery,  or  by  telefacsimile. 

The  purpose  for  conducting  a  Service  Profile  survey  was  to 
measure  the  volume  and  type  of  assistance  that  PTDL  staff, 
in  general,  provide  to  their  patrons.  Since  specific  types 
of  service  and  assistance  vary  from  one  library  to  another, 
the  Service  Profile  survey  focused  on  three  broad  categories 
of  service  into  which  many  specific  services  could  be 
classified:  patent  reference;  trademark  reference;  or 
directional  assistance.  Patent/trademark  reference 
assistance  was  defined  as  that  which  requires  professional 
expertise  that  is  developed  through  experience  using 
reference  materials  and  through  formal  training. 
Directional  assistance  was  defined  as  that  which  did  not 
require  professional  expertise  or  training  to  respond  to  the 
patron  and  could  be  performed  by  any  PTDL  staff  member. 
Examples  of  requests  for  directional  assistance  might  be: 
"VThere  do  you  keep  the  Official  Gazette?"  or  "Can  you  show 
me  how  to  print  a  page  from  this  (patent)  microfilm?". 

The  Service  Profile  survey  involved  the  enumeration  of  each 
instance  when  assistance  was  provided  to  patent  and 
trademark  patrons.  Tally  sheets  provided  by  the  PTDLP 
office  allowed  library  staff  to  record  three  attributes  of 
each  type  of  assistance  provided:  the  type  of  assistance 
(patent  reference,  trademark  reference,  or  directional) ,  the 
method  of  assistance  (in-person  or  telephone) ,  plus  the  date 
and  time  the  assistance  was  provided.  The  PTDLP  office  also 
provided  summary  sheets  so  that  PTDL  staff  could  aggregate 
tally  sheet  counts  from  one  or  more  days  of  data  collection. 

Representatives  at  each  PTDL  were  allowed  to  schedule  their 
own  period  of  data  collection.  Data  collection  began  in 
September,  1991,  and  most  PTDL  staff  completed  data 
collection  by  January,  1992,  although  some  collected  data  as 
late  as  May,  1992.  The  average  number  of  days  when  data 
were  collected  was  3  0  days  at  each  PTDL,  although  some  PTDL 
staff  collected  data  for  as  many  as  44  days  or  as  few  as  8 
days. 
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Forty-five  (45)  PTDLs  participated  in  the  Service  Profile 
survey.  Library  staff  tallied  the  number  and  type  of 
assistance  provided  to  patrons  for  approximately  3  0  days. 
During  that  time,  PTDL  staff  recorded  a  total  of  42,258 
requests  for  patent  or  trademark  reference  assistance  and 
23,379  requests  for  patent  or  trademark  directional 
assistance,  for  a  total  of  65,637  requests  for  patent  or 
trademark  assistance. 


2.1  VOLUME  AND  TYPE  OF  ASSISTANCE 

The  volume  of  assistance  provided  to  patrons  varied 
considerably  among  PTDLs.  Staff  at  some  P'rDLs  responded  to 
as  many  as  484  requests  for  assistance  daily,  or  as  few  as  4 
requests  daily.  Staff  at  about  half  of  the  PTDLs  that 
participated  in  the  Service  Profile  survey  responded  to 
anywhere  between  4  and  12  requests  for  assistance  daily;  at 
all  other  libraries,  with  three  exceptions,  staff  responded 
to  anywhere  between  14  and  82  requests  daily.  Staff  at 
three  PTDLs  with  very  large  volumes  of  assistance,  provided 
assistance,  on  average,  265,  452,  and  484  times, 
respectively,  each  day.  Overall,  staff  at  each  PTDL 
responded  to  45  requests  for  patent  or  trademark  reference 
or  directional  assistance  daily. 

Patent  reference  questions  were  more  likely  to  be  received 
than  either  trademark  reference  or  directional  questions.  Of 
the  65,637  requests  for  assistance  that  were  recorded, 
slightly  more  than  half  (52  percent)  involved  patent 
assistance;  one-third  (36  percent)  involved  directional 
assistance;  and  the  remainder  (13  percent)  involved 
trademark  assistance.   (See  Figure  2-1) . 


Figure  2-1 
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In-person  assistance  was  twice  as  likely  to  be  provided  than 
telephone  assistance.  Of  the  65,637  requests  for  assistance 
received,  only  24,767  requests  could  be  identified  as  either 
in-person  or  telephone  requests;  two  thirds  (66  percent)  of 
these  requests  were  in-person  and  one-third  (34  percent) 
were  telephone  requests. '° 

2.2.   SERVICE  BY  DAY  OF  WEEK 

By  recording  the  date  and  time  of  each  request  for 
assistance,  periods  of  particularly  high  or  low  demand  for 
service  could  be  identified.  Staff  at  43  PTDLs  recorded  the 
dates  when  assistance  was  provided,  and  most  of  these  PTDLs 
also  provided  the  hours  when  each  request  was  made.'"' 

Since  Representatives  were  allowed  to  schedule  their  own 
data  collection  periods,  few  of  them  recorded  service 
activity  on  the  same  dates.  Consequently,  data  could  not  be 
analyzed  by  date;  rather,  dates  were  converted  to  day  of 
week,  and  a  distribution  of  service  by  day  of  week  was 
generated.  This  provided,  for  example,  the  number  of 
requests  for  service  that  were  recorded  on  Mondays, 
Tuesdays,  and  so  on.  Of  the  65,637  total  requests  for 
service  that  were  recorded,  dates  were  associated  with 
65,386  requests,  and  these  dates  were  converted  to  day  of 
week.  The  resulting  distribution  of  data  collection  days  by 
day  of  week  showed  a  roughly  equivalent  number  of  weekdays 
were  represented  in  the  survey,  with  smaller  numbers  of 
weekend  days  represented.  (See  Figure  2-2) . 


'^*PTDL  administrators  were  allowed  to  report  findings  by  submitting  tally  sheets  or  by  submitting 
summary  sheets  that  contained  aggregated  data.  The  summary  sheets  did  not  distinguish  between  in- 
person  and  telephone  requests  for  assistance.  Some  administrators  who  submitted  simimary  sheets  did 
provide  a  breakout  between  in-person  and  telephone  requests;  however,  most  of  the  survey  findings  by 
method  of  assistance  are  limited  to  data  submitted  on  original  tally  sheets. 

'  'Two  other  libraries  only  provided  the  number  of  requests  and  did  not  identify  either  date  or  hour  of  any 
of  the  requests. 
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Figure  2-2 


Number  of  Reference  Survey  Data  Collection  Days 
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A  profile  of  service  by  day  of  week  showed  the  volume,  type, 
and  method  of  service  was  relatively  constant  from  one 
weekday  to  the  next.  However,  differences  between  weekday 
and  weekend  service  were  noteworthy. 

On  weekdays  (Monday  through  Friday) ,  the  number  of  requests 
for  assistance  averaged  11,225  per  day — 86  percent  of  total 
requests  for  assistance  were  received  on  weekdays.  On 
weekends,  the  number  of  requests  for  assistance  was 
considerably  smaller;  only  8,270  requests  were  received  on 
Saturdays  and  990  requests  were  received  on  Sundays — 14 
percent  of  total  requests  were  received  on  weekends. 

The  type  of  assistance  provided  to  patrons  on  weekdays  was 
primarily  for  patent  reference  assistance  (51  percent  of  the 
weekday  assistance) ,  followed  by  directional  assistance  (36 
percent) ,  and  trademark  assistance  (13  percent) .  Patent 
reference  assistance  was  also  the  most  frequent  type  of 
assistance  on  Saturdays  (58  percent) .  On  Sundays,  however, 
directional  assistance  was  more  likely  to  be  requested  than 
patent  assistance  (53  percent  versus  43  percent) .  (See 
Figure  2-3) . 
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Figure  2-3 
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The  method  of  assistance  on  weekends  was  almost  exclusively 
in-person,  versus  telephone.  Of  the  65,637  total  requests 
for  assistance  received,  both  date  (day)  and  method  of 
assistance  were  recorded  for  24,767  requests,  and  91  percent 
of  the  assistance  provided  on  weekends  was  in-person, 
compared  to  only  61  percent  on  weekdays.   (See  Figure  2-4). 


Figure  2-4 
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2.3.   SERVICE  BY  HOUR  OF  THE  DAY 

Additional  analysis  of  service  was  conducted  to  identify 
hours  of  the  day  when  requests  for  assistance  were 
particularly  high  or  particularly  low.  PTDL  staffs  were 
asked  to  record  date,  time,  type  (patent  reference/trademark 
reference/directional),  and  method  (in-person/telephone)  of 
each  request  for  assistance.  Of  the  65,637  total  requests 
that  were  recorded,  it  was  possible  to  associate  date,  time, 
and  type  of  assistance  for  52,788  requests;  date,  time  and 
method  of  assistance  were  recorded  for  only  24,122  of  the 
total  requests  for  assistance.  Analysis  of  these  data 
consisted  of  first  converting  the  dates  into  day  of  week, 
then  allocating  these  requests  by  day  of  week  and  hour  of 
the  day.   (See  Figures  2-5  and  2-6) . 
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Figure  2-5 
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Figure  2-6 
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The  distributions  of  hourly/daily  requests  for  assistance 
(Figures  2-5  and  2-6)  were  then  summarized  in  an  analysis  of 
service  provided  during  peak  and  non-peak  hours. 

Analysis  of  service  by  hour  of  the  day  was  based  on  a 
comparison  of  "peak"  hours  of  service  (i.e.,  when  the  volume 
of  service  was  particularly  high)  with  all  other  hours. '^ 
Two  procedures  were  used  to  identify  these  peak  hours. 
First,  the  distribution  of  assistance,  by  hour,  was  reviewed 
for  each  day.  For  every  day  of  the  week,  there  was 
always  one  hour  early  in  the  day  when  the  volume  of 
assistance  suddenly  increased  and  remained  high,  then 
suddenly  dropped  later  in  the  day  and  remained  low  for  the 
balance  of  the  day.  The  hours  of  sudden  increase  and 
decrease  were  preliminarily  defined  as  the  boundaries  of 
peak  service  hours. 

However,  not  all  libraries  maintain  early  morning,  evening, 
or  weekend  hours,  and  the  absolute  number  of  requests  for 
assistance  during  those  hours  should  be  lower.  Therefore, 
an  hourly  service  rate  was  calculated,  based  on  the  relative 
number  of  requests  for  assistance.  This  rate  was  based  on 
the  number  of  libraries  that  were  open  each  hour  and  the 
number  of  times  assistance  was  provided  during  that  hour. 
For  example,  the  number  of  times  service  was  provided  on 
Saturdays  between  noon  and  1:00  p.m.  was  divided  by  the 
number  of  libraries  that  collected  data  on  Saturdays  and 
were  open  between  noon  and  1:00  p.m.^^  Rates  were 
calculated  for  each  hour  of  each  day.  For  the  most  part, 
these  results  confirmed  the  preliminary  identification  of 
peak  hours.  Service  rates  for  the  preliminarily  identified 
peak  hours  typically  ranged  from  4  to  8  requests  per  hour, 
while  the  service  rates  for  non-peak  hours  were  generally 
less  than  3  requests  per  hour.  The  number  of  requests  for 
service  on  Sundays  was  noticeably  higher  between  12  noon  and 
4:00  p.m.,  compared  to  other  Sunday  hours;  however,  Sunday 
hours  were  not  defined  as  peak  hours,  since  hourly  service 
rates  on  Sunday  were  all  3  requests  per  hour  or  less. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  peak  hours  of  service  refer  to 
times  when  the  volume  of  assistance  provided  to  PTDL  patrons 
was  greater;  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the 
complexity  of  patron  need  for  assistance  was  less  during 
non-peak  hours.   Some  libraries,  for  example,  may  be  open 


'^It  is  conceivable  that  demand  for  assistance  during  peak  hours  may  have  been  under-reported  in  the 
survey.  With  patrons  waiting  in  line  for  assistance  and  the  telephone  ringing,  patrons  may  tend  to  help 
themselves  (with  varying  degrees  of  success  or  frustration),  each  other,  or  leave  the  PTDL.  At  the  very 
same  time,  when  the  staff  member  is  so  pressed,  the  recordation  of  assistance  decreases  because  he/she 
can  not  devote  full  attention  to  recording  the  information. 

^^The  claculation  of  service  rates  included  adjustments  for  partial  hours  and  hours  libraries  were  open 
before  9:00  a.m.  and  after  1 1:00  p.m. 


40 


during  non-peak  hours,  but  trained  staffs  are  not  available 
to  respond  to  requests  for  reference  assistance. 

Peak  hours  for  providing  reference  and  directional 
assistance  were  between  10:00  a.m.  and  5:00  p.m.  on  weekdays 
and  Saturdays.  During  these  hours,  PTDL  staff  received  84 
percent  (44,348)  of  the  52,788  reference  and  directional 
requests  for  assistance  that  were  made.  The  type  of 
service  provided  during  peak  hours  was  primarily  patent 
reference  assistance  (54  percent) ,  followed  by  directional 
assistance  (33  percent),  then  trademark  assistance  (13 
percent) .  The  method  of  providing  the  assistance  was 
primarily  in-person  (67  percent)  rather  than  telephone  (33 
percent) .  (See  Figure  2-7) .  This  was  particularly  true  on 
Saturdays,  when  virtually  all  of  the  assistance  was  provided 
in-person.  This  may  indicate  that  patrons  prefer  to  receive 
patent  and  trademark  assistance  in-person,  if  possible,  on 
Saturday,  when  they  are  not  at  work. 


Figure  2-7 
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Non-peak  hours  for  providing  reference  and  directional 
assistance  were  all  day  Sunday,  and  before  10:00  a.m.  and 
after  5:00  p.m.,  Monday  through  Saturday.  During  non-peak 
hours,  library  staff  received  16  percent  (8,440)  of  the 
52,788  reference  and  directional  requests  for  assistance 
that  were  made. 


During  non-peak  hours  the  proportion  of  requested  assistance 
that  was  patent  or  trademark  reference  assistance  decreased, 
while  the  proportion  of  directional  assistance  requests 
increased,  compared  to  peak  hours.  Patent  assistance 
requests  decreased  from  54  percent  during  peak  hours  to  4  4 
percent  during  non-peak  hours;  trademark  assistance  requests 
decreased  from  13  percent  to  9  percent,  and  directional 
assistance  requests  increased  from  33  percent  to  44  percent. 


L 
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(See  Figures  2-7  and  2-8)  .  This  may  indicate  that  staff 
was  operating  at  an  optimum  level  of  assistance  during  peak 
hours — that  when  things  slack  off,  patrons  would  approach 
staff  members  with  the  easy,  "unimportant"  questions. 


The  method  of  providing  assistance  differed  between  peak  and 
non-peak  hours.  Although  67  percent  of  the  assistance 
during  peak  hours  was  provided  in-person,  only  55  percent  of 
assistance  in  non-peak  hours  was  provided  in-person. 
Telephone  assistance  increased  from  3  3  percent  in  peak  hours 
to  45  percent  in  non-peak  hours.  (See  Figures  2-7  and  2-8) . 
These  figures  may  have  been  influenced  by  the  fact  that 
patrons  found  it  difficult  to  get  through  by  telephone  to 
the  institution  oi  to  the  PTDL  during  peak  hours.  Patrons 
are  often  "on  hold"  during  peak  hours. 


Figure  2-8 
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USER  PROFILE 


The  third  major  component  of  the  1991/92  Survey  focused  on 
the  collection  of  information  about  the  patrons,  their 
patent  and  trademark  information  needs,  the  resources  they 
use  to  meet  those  needs,  and  their  success  in  obtaining  that 
information.  The  PTDLP  office  developed  a  User  Profile 
survey  questionnaire  that  library  patrons  were  asked  to 
complete  whenever  they  used  patent  or  trademark  materials  at 
a  PTDL.  Separate  questionnaires  were  developed  for  patent 
users  and  for  trademark  users,  although  the  same  types  of 
questions  were  asked  on  both  data  collection  forms.  This 
section  of  the  report  presents  a  profile  of  nearly  4,000 
patrons  who  participated  in  the  User  Profile  survey  between 
August,  1991,  and  February,  1992. 

Data  collection  forms  consisted  of  ten  questions: 

-  four  "open  ended"  questions  that  asked  patrons  to 
provide  current  date,  zip  code  of  residence,  zip  code  of 
place  of  work  (or  study) ,  and  number  of  pages  of 
photocopied  materials; 

-  three  multiple  choice  questions  that  were  used  to  obtain 
information  about  each  patron's  occupation,  reason  for 
using  patent  (or  trademark)  materials,  and  the  choice  of 
patent  (or  trademark)  tools  that  were  used  {note: 
respondents  were  allowed  to  select  more  than  one  response 
category  for  each  question) ;  and 

-  three  questions  regarding  patrons'  prior  use  of  patent 
(or  trademark)  materials  at  the  PTDL,  success  in 
obtaining  the  information  that  was  needed,  and  plans  to 
lise  patent  (or  trademark)  materials  in  the  future. 


The  PTDLP  office  provided  questionnaires  to  the  PTDLs  and 
asked  Representatives  to  make  these  questionnaires  available 
for  completion  by  the  patrons  when  they  used  patent  (or 
trademark)  materials.  Representatives  were  asked  to 
schedule  three,  two-week  periods  for  ^ata  collection.  At 
the  end  of  the  data  collection  period.  Representatives  were 
asked  to  review  the  patrons'  zip  code  information  to 
determine  the  number  of  patrons  who  lived,  worked,  or 
studied  inside  (or  outside)  what  the  Representatives 
considered  to  be  their  respective  service  areas.  This 
information  was  recorded  on  User  Summary  Sheets — also 
developed  by  the  PTDLP  office.  Another  reason  for 
developing   the   User   Summary   Sheets   was   to   allow 
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Representatives  to  aggregate  data  from  individual  user  forms 
onto  a  single  reporting  form.  Representatives  were  given 
the  option  of  returning  individual  User  Profile  survey  forms 
and/or  the  User  Summary  Sheets. 

Completed  survey  forms  and/or  User  Summary  Sheets  were 
received  from  43  Representatives  whose  libraries  that 
participated  in  the  User  Profile  survey.*'*  Together,  these 
Representatives  collected  completed  User  Profile  survey 
forms  from  approximately  3,347  patent  users  and  545  trademark 
users,  for  a  total  of  3,892  users.  Because  some 
Representatives  only  reported  aggregated  data  on  User 
Summary  sheets,  the  exact  number  of  users  represented  on 
each  User  Summary  Sheet  was  unknown  and  had  to  be  estimated. 
Two  techniques  were  used  to  estimate  the  number  of  users 
represented  on  each  User  Summary  Sheet;  both  techniques 
produced  similar  results. '^  (See  Part  II  for  a  discussion 
of  the  estimating  techniques.) 


3. 1  PROFILE  OF  PA  TENT  PA  TRONS 

This  section  summarizes  the  findings  from  an  analysis  of  the 
patent  User  Profile  survey  data.  Data  for  this  analysis 
were  derived  from  the  1,414  individual  user  survey  forms 
that  were  returned,  plus  User  Summary  sheets,  which 
represented  another  1,933  (estimated)  user  forms. 
Consolidated  data  from  both  sources  are  presented  in  this 
section,  unless  noted  otherwise. 

3.1.1  Description  of   Patent  Patrons 

Patrons  who  responded  to  the  patent  User  Profile  survey  were 


*'*Twenty-seven  (27)  libraries  returned  individual  User  Profile  survey  forms  (some  of  these  libraries  may 
also  have  returned  User  Summary  Sheets);  14  libraries  returned  User  Summary  Sheets  only;  and  2 
libraries  submitted  only  individual  User  Profile  survey  forms  for  one  data  collection  period  and  only  User 
Summary  Sheets  for  another  data  collection  period. 

^^User  Summary  Sheets  did  not  provide  for  the  nimiber  of  individual  user  survey  forms  that  were 
tabulated  to  produce  the  aggregated  number  of  responses  to  each  question  on  the  survey  form.  As  a  result, 
the  number  of  forms  represented  on  each  User  Summary  Sheet  had  to  be  estimated.  Estimation 
techniques  described  in  Part  U  were  used  in  lieu  of  merely  adding  the  total  number  of  responses  to  each 
question,  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  aggregated  number  of  responses  for  any  question  on  the  survey  will 
understate  the  number  of  user  forms,  due  to  patron  non-response.  For  example,  a  User  Summary  Sheet 
may  show  40  users  who  said  they  had  used  the  PTDL  before  and  another  10  users  who  said  they  had  not. 
At  least  50  user  forms  were  therefore  represented  on  that  User  Summary  Sheet;  however,  the  actual 
number  could  have  been  56,  since  another  6  users  did  not  respond  to  this  questionnaire  item.  Second,  an 
additional  complication  is  introduced  with  multiple  choice  questions.  For  some  questionnaire  items, 
patrons  were  allowed  to  select  multiple  responses  to  a  single  question.  As  a  result,  the  aggregated  sum  of 
responses  to  multiple  choice  questions  can  be  greater  than  the  number  of  patrons  who  responded  to  the 
question. 
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more  likely  to  describe  themselves  as  inventors  or  students,  and 
less  likely  to  describe  themselves  as  faculty,  professional  patent 
searchers  or  information  brokers .  Approximately  3,314  patent  users 
responded  to  the  question  "How  would  you  describe  yourself?" 
by  checking  one  or  more  of  the  occupational  categories  that 
were  shown.  The  category  checked  most  often  was  inventor 
which  comprised  49  percent  of  the  3,743  total  responses, 
followed  by  student  (20  percent) ,  corporate  representative 
(10  percent),  attorney  (8  percent),  faculty  (3  percent), 
information  broker  (2  percent) ,  and  professional  searcher  (2 
percent) .  Other  occupations,  such  as  consultant, 
researcher,  writer,  librarian,  and  homemaker  comprised  about 
18  percent  of  the  occupations  that  were  -'dentified.  (See 
Figure  3-1) . 

Figure  3-1 


How  Would  You  Describe  Yourself? 
(Patent  User  Profile) 
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Inventor  Corp.Rep.  Faculty  Searcher 

Student  Attorney  Info.  Broker  Other 


Prior  use  of  the  library  was  reported  by  nearly  two-thirds 
of  the  patrons;  of  the  estimated  3,257  patrons  who  responded 
to  the  question,  "Have  you  used  patent  materials  at  this 
library  before?",  1,982  patrons  said  "yes"  (61  percent)  and 
1,275  patrons  said  "no"  (39  percent). 

Patrons  are  also  more  likely  to  live  and/or  work  inside  the 
PTDL  service  area  than  outside  the  service  area.  PTDL 
Representatives  were  asked  to  determine  the  number  of 
respondents  who  lived/worked  inside/ outside  the  service 
area,  based  on  zip  code  data  provided  by  the  patrons,  or  to 
provide  necessary  information  that  would  allow  the  USPTO  to 
make  this  determination.  The  extent  of  a  PTDL's  service 
area  may  differ  from  one  library  to  another  and  may  depend 
on  the  type  of  PTDL.  For  example,  the  service  area  of  a 
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state  library  may  encompass  the  entire  state,  while  the 
service  area  of  a  city/county  public  library  may  be  limited 
to  the  city/county.  Sufficient  information  from  the  patrons 
and/or  the  PTDL  Representatives  was  available  to  make  a 
residency  or  work  area  determination  for  65  percent  of  the 
respondents.  Residence  inside  or  outside  the  service  area 
was  established  for  2,174  respondents,  and  1,603  of  these 
patrons  (74  percent)  resided  inside  the  service  area  of  the 
PTDL.  Workplace  inside  or  outside  the  service  area  was 
established  for  2,093  respondents,  and  1,678  of  the  these 
patrons  (80  percent)  worked  (or  studied)  inside  the  service 
area. 


3.1.2   Purpose  of  the  Patent  User's  Visit  to  the  PTDL 

Patent  users  were  most  likely  to  cite  a  prior  art  patent 
search  as  the  reason  for  visiting  the  PTDL.  About  3,210 
patent  users  responded  to  the  question,  "What  was  the 
purpose  of  using  patent  materials?"  by  checking  one  or  more 
of  the  response  categories  that  were  provided.  The  need  to 
"see  if  (my)  invention  has  already  been  patented"  comprised 
53  percent  of  the  3,616  total  responses,  followed  by 
scientific  research  (26  percent),  historic  research  (11 
percent) ,  and  economic  research  (6  percent) .  Other  types  of 
research,  such  as  legal,  product,  and  market  research 
comprised  about  17  percent'  of  the  total  number  of  reasons 
cited.   (See  Figure  3-2) . 


Figure  3-2 


What  Was  the  Purpose  of  Using  Patent  Materials? 
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3.1.3   Research  Tools  Used  by  Patent  Patrons 

Patrons  who  responded  to  the  User  Profile  survey  were  likely 
to  use  several  of  the  patent  research  tools  that  were 
available  to  them.  Seven  patent  tools  were  listed  on  the 
User  Profile  survey  form  and  each  patent  user  was  asked  to 
identify  all  that  he  or  she  used.  The  3,136  patrons  who 
responded  to  the  question,  "What  patent  tools  did  you  use?" 
checked,  on  average,  two  or  more  tools  that  were  used.  Out 
of  7,928  total  responses,  CD-ROM  was  the  most  often 
identified  as  a  patent  tool  that  was  used  (57  percent)  , 
followed  by  microfilm  (46  percent)  ,  the  Index  to  the  U.S.  Patent 
Classification  (45  percent),  the  Manual  of  Classification  (38  percent), 
the  Official  Gazette  (36  percent).  Patent  Classification  Definitions  (19 
percent),  and  the  Automated  Patent  System  (8  percent ).'^ 
Other  patent  research  tools,  such  as  information  brochures 
and  "how  to"  books.  Dialog,  Chemical  Abstracts,  technical  reports, 
and  PTDL  staff,  comprised  about  5  percent  of  the  total 
number  of  patent  research  tools  that  were  checked.  (See 
Figure  3-3) . 

Figure  3-3 


What  Patent  Tools  Did  You  Use? 
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Survey  data  suggested  less  than  one-third  of  the  patrons  use 
a  single  research  tool  to  obtain  their  information.  Out  of 
1,414  individual  survey  forms  that  were  returned,  1,32  5 
patrons  responded  to  the  questionnaire  item  on  patent  tools; 


'^APS  is  a  patent  tool  that  can  be  used  to  perform  interactive  search  and  retrieval  of  the  full  text  of  U.S. 
patents.  However,  APS  is  only  available  in  14  PTDLs  as  part  of  a  pilot  program  to  measure  the 
effectiveness  of  disseminating  patent  information  in  the  PTDLs  through  APS.  Only  9  of  the  PTDLs  that 
participated  in  the  User  Profile  Survey  are  involved  in  the  pilot  program.  As  a  result,  the  frequency  with 
which  APS  was  cited  by  patrons  as  a  tool  they  used  should  be  low. 
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only  400  (30  percent)  of  these  patrons  identified  a  single 
patent  tool  that  was  used.  Patrons  who  used  only  a  single 
tool  were  most  likely  to  choose  CD-ROM  (34  percent) , 
followed  by  microfilm  (20  percent),  APS,  and  the  Index  to  the 
U.S.  Patent  Classification  (both  12  percent)  ,  and  the  Official  Gazette 
(11  percent)  .  The  Manual  of  Classification  and  Patent  Classification 
Definitions  were  almost  never  cited  as  the  only  tool  that  was 
used    (less   than   2   percent) .     (See   Figure   3-4) . 

Figure  3-4 
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3.1.4   Number  of  Photocopies  Made  by  Patent  Patrons 

Patrons  who  responded  to  the  question,  "About  how  many  pages 
of  patent  materials  did  you  photocopy?"  reported  anywhere 
from  zero  to  800  pages  of  photocopied  patent  materials.  On 
the  basis  of  data  from  only  the  individual  User  Profile 
forms  that  were  returned,  a  large  proportion  of  the  patrons 
who  responded  to  the  survey  did  not  report  any  photocopies 
(31  percent) ,  however,  an  approximately  equal  number  of 
patrons  reported  16  or  more  photocopies.^"^  Considerably 
fewer  patrons  made  between  1  and  5  copies  (19  percent) ,  6  to 
10  copies  (12  percent)  ,  and  11  to  15  copies  (8  percent)  . 
(See  Figure  3-5) , 


•''Data  provided  on  the  User  Summary  Sheets  are  aggregated  and,  therefore,    can  not  be  broken  into 
intervals. 
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Figure  3-5 


Number  of  Pages  of  Photocopied  Patent  Materials 
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Although  many  patrons  reported  zero  pages  of  photocopied 
materials,  the  average  for  all  respondents  was  most  likely 
between  17  and  2  3  pages  per  person.  A  more  precise  average 
number  of  pages  per  person  was  unavailable  due  to  the 
unusually  low  response  rate  for  this  questionnaire  item. 
Only  73  percent  of  the  1,414  individual  survey  forms  that 
were  returned  had  a  valid  response  to  this  questionnaire 
item  (i.e.,  a  real  number  of  zero  or  greater).  It  is 
conceivable  that  patrons  who  did  not  make  photocopies  simply 
chose  not  to  respond  to  the  question. 

The  average  number  of  photocopies,  based  on  the  1,414 
individual  user  forms  that  were  returned,  ranged  from  16 
pages  (assuming  non-respondents  made  zero  photocopies)  to  22 
pages  (the  actual  based  only  on  valid  responses) .  Similar 
calculations,  based  on  data  from  the  User  Summary  Sheets, 


ranged  from  18  to  24  pages  per  person, 


An     overall 


^^The  actual  number  of  pages  of  photocopied  materials  on  all  User  Summary  Sheets  was  34,256  pages. 
The  estimated  number  of  patron  user  forms  represented  on  the  User  Summary  Sheets  was  1,933.  If  the 
estimated  response  rate  for  this  questionnaire  item  is  asstmied  to  be  only  72.6  percent,  then  the  number  of 
valid  responses  was  assumed  to  be  1,403,  and  the  resulting  average  was  24  pages  per  person.   If  it  could 
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average  between  17  and  23  pages  per  person  resulted  when 
data  from  both  sources  were  consolidated. 


3.1.5   Success   of  Obtaining  Patent  Information 

Finally,  patrons  were  asked  if  they  obtained  the  information 
they  wanted  and  if  they  intended  to  use  patent  information 
at  that  library  again.  Response  to  both  questionnaire  items 
was  overwhelmingly  positive. 

When  asked  if  they  "will  try  to  use  patent  information  at 
this  library  again",  more  than  99  percent  of  the  3,186 
respondents  said  "yes". 

In  response  to  the  question,  "Did  you  obtain  the  patent 
information  you  wanted?"  92  percent  of  the  3,142  respondents 
said  "yes",  7  percent  said  "no",  and  1  percent  said  they 
were  not  sure.  Analysis  of  these  data  focused  on  several 
correlations  of  success  in  obtaining  the  desired  patent 
information.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  this 
questionnaire  item  could  have  been  variously  interpreted  by 
the  patrons,  depending  on  the  scope  of  the  patent 
information  need.  For  example,  if  the  patrons  were  looking 
for  the  inventor  name  on  a  specific  patent,  it  would  be 
rather  clear  to  the  respondent  if  he  or  she  successfully 
obtained  that  specific  information.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
patron  could  have  been  conducting  a  prior  art  patent  search 
to  determine  if  his  or  her  invention  had  been  previously 
patented.  Although  the  patron  successfully  located  and 
retrieved  the  appropriate  patent  documents,  the  patron  may 
not  yet  have  successfully  met  the  broader  need  to  know  if 
his  or  her  invention  was  unique. 

Further  analysis  of  this  questionnaire  item  identified 
potential  correlations  of  success/failure  that  might  warrant 
further  study.  The  following  findings  are  limited  to  the 
data  that  were  provided  on  the  1,414  individual  survey  forms 
that  were  collected  and  forwarded  to  the  PTDLP  office: 

Higher  success  rates  were  associated  with  patrons  who  possessed 
the  following  attributes  of  the  User  Profile: 

Prior  Use  of  the  PTDL—About  93  percent  of  the  793  patrons 
who  were  successful  had  used  the  PTDL  previously;  only 
84  percent  of  the  538  patrons  who  had  not  used  the  PTDL 
previously  were  successful. 

Non-academic  patrons— Although  very  few  patrons  described 
themselves   as   professional   patent   searchers   and 

be  assumed  that  non-respondents  did  not  make  any  photocopies  (i.e.,  the  number  of  valid  responses  was 
1,933)  then  the  resulting  average  was  18  pages  per  person. 
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information  brokers,  these  individuals  had  very  high 
success  rates — 97  percent  and  96  percent,  respectively. 
At  least  90  percent  of  all  other  types  of  patrons, 
except  for  faculty  and  students  also  indicated  "yes", 
they  were  successful.  However,  only  8  5  percent  of  the 
students  and  87  percent  of  the  faculty  said  they 
successfully  obtained  the  patent  information  they 
needed. 

Use  of  automated  data  bases—Vatrons  who  used  APS  were  more 
likely  than  users  of  other  research  tools  to 
successfully  meet  their  information  needs.  Again,  APS 
users  did  not  comprise  a  large  proportion  of  the 
patrons  who  responded  to  this  survey  (about  8  percent 
of  all  research  tool  usage  was  APS)  ;  however,  over  9  3 
percent  of  the  APS  users  were  successful.  Higher 
levels  of  success  were  also  reported  by  patrons  who 
used  the  Official  Gazette  (93  percent)  ,  microfilm  (93 
percent)  ,  CD-ROM  (90  percent)  ,  and  the  Manual  of 
Classification      (90  percent)  . 


3. 2  PROFILE  OF  TRADEMARK  PA  TRONS 

Representatives  from  PTDLS  that  participated  in  the  User 
Profile  survey  received  3,892  completed  survey  forms,  and  of 
these,  545  forms  (14  percent)  were  collected  from  trademark 
users.  Although  the  number  of  trademark  information  users 
was  relatively  small,  this  was  consistent  with  the  volume  of 
trademark  reference  that  was  recorded  in  the  Service  Profile 
survey — 13  percent  of  all  reference  and  directional 
assistance  involved  trademark  users. 

Data  used  in  the  following  analysis  were  derived  from  2  59 
trademark  User  Profile  forms  that  were  forwarded  to  the 
PTDLP  office,  and  from  trademark  User  Summary  Sheets,  which 
represented  another  286  (estimated)  user  forms. 
Consolidated  data  from  both  sources  are  presented  in  this 
section,  unless  noted  otherwise. 


3.2.1   Description  of  Trademark  Patrons 

Users  who  responded  to  the  trademark  User  Profile  survey 
were  more  likely  to  describe  themselves  as  small  business 
representatives  than  any  other  job  description.  Approximately 
532  trademark  users  responded  to  the  question,  "How  would 
you  describe  yourself?"  by  checking  one  or  more  of  the 
occupational  categories  provided.  The  category  checked  most 
often  was  small  business  representative,  which  comprised  54 
percent  of  the  579  total  responses,  followed  by  student  (15 
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percent)  and  corporate  representative  (10  percent) .  The 
low  representation  of  attorneys  (6  percent) ,  faculty  (3 
percent) ,  information  brokers  (2  percent) ,  and  professional 
searchers  (1  percent)  echoes  similar  findings  in  the  patent 
User  Profile  survey.  Other  occupational  categories,  such  as 
consultant,  writer/journalist,  inventor,  and  entrepreneur 
comprised  18  percent  of  the  total  number  of  occupations  that 
were  identified.  (See  Figure  3-6) .  A  similar  proportion  of 
"other"  occupational  categories  (i.e.,  18  percent)  was  also 
reported  in  the  patent  User  Profile  survey.  (See  Figure  3- 
1). 

Figure  3-6 
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Unlike  patent  users,  most  trademark  users  did  not  have 
previous  experience  using  trademark  materials  at  the  PTDL. 
Of  the  estimated  465  users  who  responded  to  the  question, 
"Have  you  used  trademark  materials  at  this  library  before?" 
only  211  patrons  said  "yes"  (41  percent)  ,  and  303  patrons 
said  "no"  (59  percent) . 

Trademark  users  were  only  slightly  more  likely  than  patent 
users  to  live  inside  the  PTDL  service  area — 257  (77 
percent)  of  the  335  trademark  patrons  for  whom  this 
determination  could  be  made  lived  inside  the  PTDL  service 
area  (compared  to  74  percent  of  patent  users) .  On  the  other 
hand,  trademark  users  were  slightly  less  likely  than  patent 
users  to  work  inside  the  PTDL  service  area — 248  (76  percent) 
of  the  32  6  trademark  patrons  for  whom  this  determination 
could  be  made  worked  (or  studied)  inside  the  service  area 
(compared  to  80  percent  of  patent  users) . 
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3.2.2   Purpose  of  the  Trademark  Patron's  Visit  to  the  PTDL 

Trademark  users  were  more  than  twice  as  likely  to  cite 
"preregistration  search"  as  the  purpose  for  using  trademark 
materials  than  any  other  reason.  About  520  trademark  users 
responded  to  the  question,  "VThat  was  the  purpose  of  using 
trademark  materials?"  by  checking  one  or  more  of  the 
response  categories  that  were  provided.  A  total  of  853 
responses  was  checked  and  distributed  by  response  category 
shown  below.   (See  Figure  3-7) . 

-  To  determine  whether  a  mark  has  been  registered  prior  to 
filing  an  application  (Pre-registration  Search) — (68 
percent); 

-  To  obtain  a  list  of  marks  containing  specific  word(s) 
(Mark  Search) — (23 percent); 

-  To  learn  who  has  registered  a  mark  (Ownership  Search) — (21 
percent); 

-  To  obtain  a  list  of  marks  registered  for  particular  goods 
or  services,  or  to  a  particular  class  (Goods/Services — 
Class  Search)  —  {20 percent); 

-  To  identify  marks  registered  to  a  company  or  individual — 
(11  percent); 

-  To  gather  data  for  a  research  project — (9 percent); 

-  To  conduct  a  trademark  search  for  a  client — (9 percent); 

-  Other — (4  percent). 

Figure  3-7 
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3.2.3   Research  Tools  Used  by  Trademark  Patrons 

The  trademark  tool  used  most  often  by  trademark  patrons  was 
CD-ROM.  Approximately  465  trademark  users  responded  to  the 
question,  "What  trademark  tools  did  you  use?"  by  checking 
one  or  more  of  the  three  tools  listed.  Out  of  614  total 
responses,  CD-ROM  was  check  by  89  percent  of  the  patrons, 
followed  by  the  Official  Gazette  (30  percent)  ,  and  other  tools 
(13  percent),  such  as  information  brochures  and  "how  to" 
books,  CompuMark,  and  Dialog.    (See  Figure  3-8)  . 

Figure  3-8 
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3.2.4   Number  of  Photocopies  Made  by  Trademark  Patrons 

Trademark  users  who  responded  to  the  question,  "About  how 
many  pages  of  trademark  materials  did  you  photocopy?" 
reported  anywhere  from  zero  to  60  copies.  Analysis  of  these 
data  involved  the  same  methodological  considerations 
discussed  in  Section  3.1.4 — Number  of  Photocopies  Made  by 
Patent  Patrons.  Specifically,  a  large  percentage  of  the 
respondents  left  this  questionnaire  item  blank — only  68 
percent  of  the  individual  trademark  User  Profile  survey 
forms  that  were  returned  had  a  valid  response  of  zero  or 
greater  (compared  to  7  3  percent  of  the  individual  patent 
User  Profile  survey  forms) . 
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The  average  number  of  pages  of  trademark  materials 
photocopied  per  person,  on  the  basis  of  the  259  individual 
users  forms  that  were  returned,  ranged  from  3  pages 
(assuming  non-respondents  also  made  zero  copies)  to  4  pages 
(the  actual  based  only  on  valid  responses) .  Similar 
calculations,  based  on  data  from  the  trademark  User  Summary 
Sheets,  produced  the  same  results — 3  to  4  pages  per  person. 
Thus,  for  the  entire  group  of  respondents,  the  average 
number  of  pages  of  photocopied  trademark  materials  was  most 
likely  around  3  to  4  pages  per  person. 

Although  the  average  number  of  photocopied  pages  was  3  to  4 
for  all  survey  respondents,  most  trademark  users  did  not 
make  any  photocopies.  About  52  percent  of  the  177 
individual  trademark  User  Profile  forms  with  valid  responses 
to  this  questionnaire  item  reported  zero  photocopies, 
followed  by  23  percent  who  reported  1  to  3  photocopied 
pages,  7  percent  who  reported  4  to  6  pages,  5  percent  with  7 
to  9  pages,  and  13  percent  who  reported  10  to  60  pages  of 
trademark  photocopied  pages.   (See  Figure  3-9) . 


Figure  3-9 
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3.2.5  Success  Obtaining  Trademark  Information 

Trademark  users  reported  the  same  positive  responses 
expressed  by  patent  users  regarding  their  success  in 
obtaining  desired  information  and  future  use  of  trademark 
information  at  the  PTDL.   Ninety-nine  (99)  percent  of  the 
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495  trademark  User  Profile  respondents  said  "yes",  they 
"will  try  to  use  trademark  information  at  this  library 
again."  About  93  percent  of  the  trademark  User  Profile 
respondents  said  "yes",  they  "did. .. .obtain  the  trademark 
information  [they]  wanted". 

Higher  success  rates  were  associated  with  patrons  who  possessed 
the  following  attributes  of  the  trademark  user  profile: 

Prior  Use  of  the  PTDL—Prior  use  of  trademark  materials  in 
the  PTDL  was  associated  with  slightly  higher  success  in 
obtaining  trademark  information;  96  percent  of  the  103 
trademark  users  with  prior  trademark  use  successfully 
obtained  their  information,  and  92  percent  of  the  134 
trademark  uses  without  prior  trademark  use  successfully 
obtained  their  information. 

Small  Business  and  Corporate  Representative— As  a  group,  the  small 
business  and  corporate  representatives  were  more 
likely  than  all  other  groups  to  successfully  obtain 
their  information.  Due  to  small  numbers  of  respondents 
in  some  occupational  categories,  small  business  and 
corporate  representatives  were  combined  into  one  group 
and  all  others  into  a  second  group.  About  98  percent 
of  the  134  patrons  who  described  themselves  as  small 
business  and  corporate  representatives  also  reported 
they  successfully  obtained  their  trademark  information, 
and  89  percent  of  all  other  trademark  users  reported 
success. 
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